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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 


Cornelio Fabro was born on August 24, 1911 in Flumignano (Udine), 
Italy. In 1922, he entered the Apostolic School of the Stigmatini Fathers and 
began his novitiate with them on November 1, 1927. He professed his first 
vows a year later, made his perpetual profession on October 25, 1932. He 
was ordained a priest on April 20, 1935. 

Fabro completed his philosophical studies at the Pontifical Lateran 
University in Rome in 1931. His laureate thesis dealt with the foundation 
and defense of the principle of causality’. In the fall of that same year, Fabro 
began his theology studies at the University of St. Thomas (Angelicum) in 
Rome. 

An important event occurred in 1933, when the Roman Academy of 
St. Thomas announced an international concursus on the problem of “The 
Critical Defense of the Principle of Causality”. The Lateran University 
agreed to sponsor Fabro’s entry in the concursus since he had already done 
his thesis with them on a similar theme. Fabro’s investigations led him to 
discover the centrality of the notion of participation in St. Thomas 
Aquinas’s thought. His work entitled, The Principle of Causality, its 
Psychological Origin, Philosophical Formulation, its Necessary and 
Universal Value’, won first place in the competition (December 20, 1934) 
and, according to Fabro, was the first presentation of “the dialectic of 
participation as the hermeneutic key of the originality of Thomism’. Fabro 
finished his licentiate in theology on July 7, 1935 with a paper on “God’s 
Knowledge of Singulars according to St. Thomas”. On October 28, 1937, he 
defended his doctoral dissertation in theology, which was entitled: La 
nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo S. Tommaso d Aquino’. 

After his priestly ordination in 1935, Fabro taught cosmology and 
psychology in Verona (Italy) while finishing studies in natural science at the 


' The thesis is slated for publication in Fabro’s Opere Complete, vol. 1. 

* Fabro’s paper will be published in Opere Complete, vol. 1. 

2 es FABRO, “‘Premessa’, in Esegesi Tomistica (ET), Libreria Editrice della 
Pontificia Universita Lateranense, Roma 1969, xxxiii. 

* Slated for publication as Volume Two of his Opere Complete. 
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University of Padova. From 1936 to 1940 he taught biology and theoretical 
psychology and directed a metaphysics seminar at the Pontifical Lateran 
University in Rome. In 1938 he was given the chair of Biology and Rational 
Psychology at the Urbaniana Athaeneum (Rome). After the publication of 
his doctoral dissertation in 1939, he was named extraordinary professor of 
metaphysics in the Urbaniana Athenaeum and ordinary professor of 
metaphysics in 1941. In 1947, he was named dean of philosophy of the 
same Athenaeum. In 1948, he obtained his habilitation for university chair 
(libera docenza) in theoretical philosophy at the University of Rome (1949- 
1950). From 1948 to 1956, he taught philosophy of religion at the 
Urbaniana Athaeneum. 

In 1954, Fabro gave the “Chaire Cardinal Mercier” lectures at the 
University of Louvain (Belgium) on “Participation and Causality according 
to St. Thomas Aquinas”. That same year, he won the Chair of theoretical 
philosophy at the University of Naples. From 1954 to 1956 he was the 
director of the LUMSA in Rome. In 1957 he taught at the Catholic 
University of Milan. In 1958 he was named a consulter of the Congregation 
for the Doctrine of the Faith, professor of the History of Modern Philosophy 
at the Urbaniana Athaeneum and professor of theoretical philosophy at the 
LUMSA in Rome. 

In 1959, at the Pontifical Urbaniana University (PUU), he founded the 
first Institute in Europe for the “History of Atheism”. From 1960 to 1970 he 
taught metaphysics at the Pontifical Lateran University (PUL). He was a 
“Visiting Professor” at Notre Dame University (Indiana, USA) in 1965. 
From 1965 to 1981 he taught various courses at the University of Perugia. 
He also taught philosophy of religion at the PUL and PUU from 1970 to 
1973. Fabro ended his teaching career at the University of Perugia with a 
course entitled, Existential analysis of daily life (1978-1981): Essere nel 
mondo, Essere nel corpo, Essere nell’io. In 1985, Fabro was elected 
president of the International Society of St. Thomas (SITA), a position he 
maintained until 1991. Fabro passed away in Rome on May 4, 1995 at the 
age of 83. 

Metaphysical Works. Fabro published part of his 1934 paper on the 
principle of causality in an article in 1936 entitled, “La difesa critica del 
principio di causa”’. The speculative acumen of the young Fabro can be 
seen from the fact that the article is still commented on and referenced in 
our day. Fabro’s second important work was his 1937 theology dissertation 


> C. FABRO, “La difesa critica del principio di causa”, Rivista di Filosofia 
Neo-scolastica 28 (1936), 101-141. 
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which he published in 1939 and entitled, La nozione metafisica di 
partecipazione’®. It deals with “the constitutive participation of the structure 
of the real’ and marks a turning point in twentieth century Thomistic 
thought’. Along with the search for the foundations of the principle of 
causality and the investigation into the notion of participation, Fabro also 
took part in the defense of the Thomistic real distinction between essence 
and esse in creatures. In several articles and in his book Neotomismo e 
suarezismo (1941) Fabro responded to the objections raised by the P. 
Descogs, SJ to the Thomistic real distinction between essence and esse. 

Over the next two decades Fabro published articles on St. Thomas and 
his metaphysics, the problem of perception, existentialism and Kierkegaard, 
atheism, the development of Scholasticism and the metaphysics of Hegel 
and Heidegger. During this time, he authored 113 philosophical articles for 
the Enciclopedia Cattolica (1948-1954). 

In 1954, he published an important article on the development, 
meaning and value of the Fourth Way’. In 1960-1961, the lectures he gave 
at the University of Louvain were edited and published in French 
(Participation et causalité) and Italian (Partecipazione e causalita). The 
work contains the results of twenty years of research and complete his 
exposition of the metaphysical notion of participation in Thomas Aquinas. 
After the publication of Partecipazione e causalita, Fabro continued to 
publish articles on various metaphysical problems. Many of these articles 
are gathered in the volumes Esegesi Tomistica'® and Tommaso e il pensiero 
moderno''. Worthy of note is his Breve introduzione al tomismo (1960)!”, 


°C. FABRO, La nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo S. Tommaso, 
SEI, Torino 1939. 

’ C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics of Thomistic Philosophy: The 
Notion of Participation” Review of Metaphysics 27 (1974), 450, n. 2. 

5 cf H.J OHN, The Thomist Spectrum, Fordham University Press, New York, 
1966, 87. 

°C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via”, Doctor Communis 
7 (1954), 71-109. 
CE. FABRO, Esegesi Tomistica, Libreria Editrice della Pontificia Universita 
Lateranense, Roma 1969. The volume collects articles from 1936 to 1967 that 
involve themes similar to the investigations of NMP. 
'C. FABRO, Tomismo e pensiero moderno, Libreria Editrice della Pontificia 
Universita Lateranense, Roma 1969. The volume collects articles from 1958 to 
1967 that touch on the investigations carried out in PC. 
a FABRO, Breve introduzione al tomismo, Desclée, Roma 1960; Opere 
Complete, vol. 16, Editrice del Verbo Incarnato, Segni 2007. 
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which was updated in 1983 and published under the title, Introduzione a san 
Tommaso. In the updated volume Fabro drafted a series of 38 “Thomistic 
theses” which, according to Fabro, contain the speculative nucleus of St. 
Thomas’s thought. Although the Thomistic metaphysics of participation was 
frequently dealt with in his later works, the majority of Fabro’s work from 
1960 to 1995 is dedicated to the study of the problem of atheism, 
Kierkegaard, Hegel, Heidegger, Rahner and the problem of freedom. 
Fabro’s Complete Works are currently being published by the 
Progetto Culturale Cornelio Fabro and the Institute of the Incarnate Word. 
To date, fifteen of the projected one-hundred volumes have been published. 
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This dissertation concerns the method and structure of metaphysical 
reflection according to Cornelio Fabro (1911-1995), one of the leading 
figures of twentieth-century Thomism who is often credited with the 
rediscovery of the pivotal roles of the notion of participation and esse (actus 
essendi) in Thomistic metaphysics’. It is well known that later twentieth- 
century Thomists dedicated a considerable part of their efforts to explaining 
different elements of “metaphysical epistemology”: the method of 
resolutio’; the roles of abstraction and separatio in the constitution of the 


' See H. JOHN, “The Emergence of the Act of Existing in Recent Thomism”, 
International Philosophical Quarterly 2 (1962), 595-620. The author presents a 
brief overview of the movement of twentieth-century Thomism and the following 
authors: R. Garrigou-Lagrange, A. Forest, A. Marc, L.-B. Geiger, J. Maritain, E. 
Gilson, J. de Finance, A. Hayen, and L. de Raeymaeker. Regarding Fabro’s place 
in the movement, she writes: “The real climax in the transformation of Thomist 
metaphysics comes with the publication in 1939 of Father Fabro’s study of 
participation in the teaching of St. Thomas. For in this work, and in a series of 
articles published about the same time in a major controversy with Pére Descogs, 
the Thomist revival offered for the first time an interpretation of metaphysics 
completely centered upon the act of being—the actus essendi” (p. 602). 

* See L.-M. REGIS, “Analyse et synthése dans I’ceuvre de saint Thomas”, in 
Studia Mediaevalia in honorem admodum reverendi patris R. J. Martin, De 
Tempel 1948, 303-330; E. DOLAN, “Resolution and Composition in Speculative 
and Practical Discourse”, Laval Théologique et Philosophique 6 (1950), 9-62; L. 
OEING-HANHOFF, “Die Methoden der Metaphysik im Mittelalter’, in Die 
Metaphysik in Mittelalter. Il. intern. Kongref fiir mittelalterliche Philosophie, 
Berlin 1963, 71-91; A. O'BRIEN, The Meaning of Resolution as a Reflective 
Method in the Philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, Fordham University Dissertation, 
New York 1975; J. AERTSEN, “Method and Metaphysics: the Via Resolutionis in 
Thomas Aquinas”, The New Scholasticism 63 (1989) 405-418; J. SANGUINETTI, “Tl 
triplice senso della ‘resolutio’ in San Tommaso”, in Noetica, critica e metafisica in 
chiave tomistica, Atti dell’IX Congresso Tomistico Internazionale, Libreria 
Editrice Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano 1991, 126-132; M. TAVUZZI, “Aquinas on 
Resolution in Metaphysics”, The Thomist 55 (1991), 199-227; E. SWEENEY, “Three 
Notions of resolutio and the Structure of Reasoning”, The Thomist 58 (1994), 197- 
243; J. VILLAGRASA, “La resolutio come metodo della metafisica secondo 
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genus subiectum of metaphysics’; the relationship between the second 
operation of the intellect and our knowledge of esse"; the starting point of 
metaphysics’; the apprehension of ens as primum cognitum®; the role of 


Cornelio Fabro”, Alpha Omega 4 (2001), 35-66; B. MONDIN, La metafisica di S. 
Tommaso d’Aquino e i suoi interpreti, ESD, Bologna 2002, 171-229 and 307-337; 
J. AERTSEN, “La scoperta dell’ente in quanto ente’, in S. BROCK (ed.), Tommaso 
d’Aquino e l’oggetto della metafisica, Armando, Roma 2004, 35-48, R. SAIZ- 
PARDO HURTADO, Jntelecto-razoén en Tomds de Aquino: Aproximacion noética a la 
metafisica, Edizioni Universita della Santa Croce, Roma 2005; L. CLAVELL — M. 
DE LABORDA, Metafisica, Edizioni Universita della Santa Croce, Roma 2006, 49- 
52; 

> See L.-B. GEIGER, “Abstraction et séparation d’aprés s. Thomas In de 
Trinitate gq. 5, a. 3”, Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques 31 (1947), 
3-40; J.-D. ROBERT, “La métaphysique, science distincte de toute autre discipline 
philosophique, selon saint Thomas d’Aquin”, Divus Thomas 50 (1947), 206-222; 
M.-V. LEROY, “Abstractio et separatio d’aprés un texte controversé de saint 
Thomas (annexe a ‘Le savoir spéculatif’)”, Revue Thomiste 48 (1948), 328-339; C. 
LOPEZ SALGADO, “Abstractio y separatio como acceso a la metaffsica”, Sapientia 
19 (1964), 102-116; J. OWENS, “Metaphysical Separation in Aquinas”, Mediaeval 
Studies 34 (1972), 287-306; J. WIPPEL, “Metaphysics and Separatio according to 
Thomas Aquinas, Review of Metaphysics 31 (1978), 431-470; L. VICENTE 
BURGOA, “Il ‘separato’ come condizione e come oggetto della metafisica”, Divus 
Thomas 96 (1993), 62-94; R. PASCUAL, “Lo separado como el objeto de la 
metafisica”’, Alpha Omega 1 (1998), 217-242; S. GELONCH, ‘Separatio’ y objeto de 
la metafisica en Tomas de Aquino, Una interpretacion textual del ‘Super Boetium 
de Trinitate’, q. 5 a. 3, de santo Tomas de Aquino, EUNSA, Pamplona 2002; R. 
PASCUAL, La divisién de la ciencias especulativas en santo Tomds de Aquino, 
Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, Roma 2003. 

“See A. MCNICHOLL, “On Judging Existence”, The Thomist 43 (1979), 507- 
580; V. SALAS, “The Judgmental Character of Thomas Aquinas’s Analogy of 
Being”, The Modern Schoolman 85 (2008), 117-142. 

See G. KLUBERTANZ, “St. Thomas on Learning Metaphysics”, 
Gregorianum 35 (1954), 3-17; A. MORENO, “The Nature of Metaphysics”, The 
Thomist 30 (1966), 109-135; J. KNASAS, The Preface to Thomistic Metaphysics. A 
Contribution to the Neo-Thomist Debate on the Start of Metaphysics, Peter Lang, 
New York 1990; L. DEWAN, “St. Thomas, Physics, and the Principle of 
Metaphysics”, The Thomist 61 (1997), 549-566. 

° See L. CLAVELL, “II primo principio della conoscenza intellettuale”, in Atti 
del VIII Congresso Tomistico Internazionale, vol. VII, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 
Citta del Vaticano 1982, 62-73; R. CALDERA, La prima captacién intelectual, 
Coleccién Idea, Caracas 1988; L. ROMERA, El primado noético del ens como 
primum cognitum. Andlisis de la posicién de Cornelio Fabro, Universidad de 
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analogy in metaphysics’ and whether or not the real distinction between 
essence and esse in creatures could be demonstrated before proving the 
existence of God®. In particular, they focused their attention on Questions 
Five and Six of Aquinas’s In Boethii De Trinitate, gradually establishing 
positions on the role of separatio in the constitution of the subiectum of 
metaphysics and on the method of resolutio in the reduction of ens qua ens 
and its transcendental properties to their ultimate principles and causes. 
While Fabro is best known for his two major works on the notion of 
participation, this dissertation shows that his work is not extraneous to the 
epistemological endeavors of later twentieth-century Thomistic 
metaphysicians and will explain his thought on participation and actus 
essendi in reference to his work on the method’ and structure of 


Navarra, Pamplona 1991; C. FERRARO, “La conoscenza dell’ens e dell’esse dalla 
prospettiva del tomismo essenziale”, Doctor Angelicus 5 (2005), 75-108. 

’ See G. KLUBERTANZ, “The Problem of the Analogy of Being”, Review of 
Metaphysics 10 (1957), 553-579; Ibid., St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. A Textual 
Analysis and Systematic Synthesis, Loyola University Press, Chicago 1960; R. 
MCINERNY, The Logic of Analogy. An Interpretation of St. Thomas, Martinus 
Nijhoff, The Hague 1961; J. OWENS, “Analogy as a Thomistic Approach to 
Being”, Mediaeval Studies 24 (1962), 303-322; B. MONTAGNES, La doctrine de 
l’analogie de l’étre d’aprés saint Thomas d’Aquin, Louvain, Nauwelaerts 1963; R. 
MCINERNY, Aquinas and Analogy, CUA Press, Washington DC 1996. 

* See J. OWENS, “Quiddity and Real distinction in St. Thomas Aquinas”, 
Mediaeval Studies 27 (1965), 1-22; L. SWEENEY, “Existence / Essence in Thomas 
Aquinas’ Early Writings”, Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical 
Association 37 (1962), 97-131; J. WIPPEL, “Aquinas’ Route to the Real Distinction: 
A Note on De ente et essentia, c. 4”, The Thomist 43 (1979), 279-295; J. OWENS, 
“Stages and Distinction in De ente: A Rejoinder’, The Thomist 45 (1981), 99-123; 
J. WIPPEL, Metaphysical Themes in Thomas Aquinas, CUA Press, Washington DC 
1984, 107-132, S. MACDONALD, “The Esse/Essentia Argument in Aquinas’ De 
ente et essentia’, Journal of the History of Philosophy 22 (1984), 157-172; J. 
OWENS, “Aquinas’ Distinction at De ente et essentia, 4.119-123”, Medieval Studies 
48 (1986), 264-287. 

* I do not use the term “method of metaphysical reflection” to refer to the 
way Fabro carries out his metaphysical investigations in general, but rather to his 
indications on the method of metaphysics. In this dissertation, I prefer to use the 
term “method of metaphysical reflection” over “method of metaphysics” since it is 
closer to the term Fabro himself uses and has the advantage of embracing both the 
initial resolution according to the notions of act and perfection and the final stages 
of metaphysics (or philosophical theology) which deal with the demonstration of 
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metaphysical reflection'’. Although Fabro never dedicated an entire work or 
article to the theme of the method and structure of metaphysical reflection, 
we find that throughout the sixty years of his philosophical production he 
continually made important remarks on both themes. 

In this dissertation, then, I will explain Fabro’s proposal of resolutio- 
reductio as the proper method of metaphysics and outline how Fabro 
structures metaphysical reflection in accordance with this method. In brief, 
Fabro proposes an initial resolutio of ens to esse according to the 
Aristotelian couplet of act-potency and the Platonic couplet of participated- 
participant. This resolutio of accidental act and substantial form to esse ut 
actus is followed by a reductio of participated esse to Esse per essentiam 
according to the speculative principles of the Fourth Way: the principle of 
the emergence of act, the principle of separated perfection and the principle 
of participation. In this reductio, Fabro argues that there is a theoretical 
convergence between the arguments for the existence of God, the 
demonstration of creatio ex nihilo and the propter quid argument for the 
real distinction between essence and esse in creatures. For Fabro, the 
conclusive moment of metaphysical reflection belongs to the analogy of 
being as the ultimate semantic expression of participation’. 

My investigation into method concerns the dynamic of Fabro’s 
metaphysical reflection; the investigation into structure concerns more 
properly the stages and speculative content of this reflection. The title of the 
dissertation, “Being and Participation”, indicates the two poles around 


the existence of God, creation and the ultimate comprehension of the participative 
structure of created ens. 

0 See J. VILLAGRASA, “La resolutio come metodo...”, 36: “The 
philosophical project according to Fabro consists in bringing philosophy back to 
the foundation of metaphysics, and in accomplishing, in metaphysics, the return or 
resolutio of ens to its foundation, which is being, esse ut actus. To understand 
Fabro’s metaphysics, the study of the way in which the task is realized, the study of 
the method of metaphysics—resolutio or analysis—is important’. See also the last 
footnote in C. FABRO, “L’idea di Dio nella storia della filosofia”, Dio nella ricerca 
umana, Coletti, Roma 1950, 663, n. 55, where Fabro characterizes NMP as a work 
that deals with “the resolutive metaphysical function that the notion of participation 
has in Thomism’. 

'' The epistemological /ocus of the transcendentals is not clear in Fabro’s 
thought. He places the exposition of the transcendentals at the end of his 
Metaphysics course-notes (1947). I have done the same, yet would allow for an 
ontological foundation of the transcendentals before the demonstration of the 
existence of God. 
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which Fabro’s metaphysical reflection on ens qua ens spirals upward to God 
as Ipsum Esse Per Se Subsistens and as the ultimate foundation of all things. 


1. The problem of metaphysical method 


In explaining how our intellect comes to know esse, the real 
distinction between essence and esse in creatures and the relationship 
(habitudo) between creatures and their Creator, Aquinas refers repeatedly to 
resolutio’” and reductio'®. At the heart of this resolutio-reductio is the 


" See I, q. 12, a. 4 ad 3: “Cum intellectus creatus per suam naturam natus sit 
apprehendere formam concretam et esse concretum in abstractione, per modum 
resolutionis cuiusdam’’; De substantiis separatis, ch. 9: “Oportet igitur communem 
quamdam resolutionem in omnibus huiusmodi fieri, secundum quod unumquodque 
eorum intellectu resolvitur in id quod est, et in suum esse”; In Boethii De Trinitate, 
q. 6, a. 1. My emphasis. 

'3 See In I Sent., q. 1, a. 2 ad 2: “Creator et creatura reducuntur in unum, non 
communitate univocationis sed analogiae”; In I Sent., d. 2, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1: “Quod 
quamvis bonitates participatae in creaturis sint differentes ratione, tamen habent 
ordinem ad invicem et una includit alteram et una fundatur super altera; sicut in 
intelligere includitur vivere, et in vivere includitur esse; et ideo non reducuntur in 
diversa principia, sed in unum”; Jn J Sent., d. 36, a. 1: “Omnes causae reducantur 
in ipsum Deum sicut in causam”; In I Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 1 ad 5; In IT Sent., d. 34, q. 
1, a. 3 sc 2; Summa contra Gentiles, 1, ch. 98: “Omne autem quod est per 
participationem, reducitur ad id quod est per seipsum”; [bid., II, ch. 8: “Omne quod 
est per aliud, reducitur ad id quod est per se sicut ad primum. Alia vero agentia 
reducuntur in Deum sicut in primum agens”; /bid., II, ch. 15: “Unde oportet quod, 
sicut effectus proprii reducuntur in causas proprias, ita id quod commune est in 
effectibus propriis, reducatur in aliquam causam communem”; /bid., II, ch. 16: 
“Potentia non reducitur in actum nisi per ens actu”; Jbid., III, ch. 10: “Omnis autem 
causa per accidens reducitur ad causam per se”; I, q. 3, a. 6 ad 2: “Substantia sit 
prior accidentibus, principia accidentium reducuntur in principia substantiae sicut 
in priora’; I, q. 44, a. 3: “Haec autem formarum determinatio oportet quod 
reducatur, sicut in primum principium, in divinam sapientiam, quae ordinem 
universi excogitavit, qui in rerum distinctione consistit”; I gq. 45, a. 5: “Oportet 
enim universaliores effectus in universaliores et priores causas reducere. Inter 
omnes autem effectus, universalissimum est ipsum esse. Unde oportet quod sit 
proprius effectus primae et universalissimae causae, quae est Deus”; De Veritate, q. 
1, a. 1: “Sicut in demonstrabilibus oportet fieri reductionem in aliqua principia per 
se intellectui nota, ita investigando quid est unumquodque; alias utrobique in 
infinitum iretur, et sic periret omnino scientia et cognitio rerum. Illud autem quod 
primo intellectus concipit quasi notissimum, et in quod conceptiones omnes 
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problem of esse, which presents itself both as a participated, intrinsic, 
constitutive principle of created ens (measured, limited and determined by a 
created form or essence) and as Ipsum Esse Per Se Subsistens. Accordingly, 
Thomistic metaphysics seeks to know and understand the role of esse in the 
creature, the difference and causal relationship (habitudo) between the 
creature’s participated esse and God’s nature (Esse per essentiam), the 
causal relationship between God’s divine ideas and the creature’s being and 
essence, and how created ens is ordered to operation and to God as supreme 
good and ultimate end of all things. 

As a speculative science, metaphysics has a method and principles 
that are proper to it'*. The proper method of metaphysics should be apt to 
the study of the subiectum of the science (ens qua ens), the study of the 
“properties” of the subiectum (the transcendentals), the goal of the science 


resolvit, est ens”; Ibid., q. 4, a. 4 sc 4: “Omne posterius reducitur ad id quod est 
primum in aliquo genere, sicut ad causam. Sed creaturae dicuntur a Deo. Ergo 
reducuntur ad primum, quod a Deo dicitur”; Ibid., q. 22, a. 6: “Omne mobile 
reducitur ad immobile, et indeterminatum ad determinatum, sicut ad principium”; 
De Potentia, q. 3, a. 7 ad 15: “Quia causa prima magis influit in effectum quam 
secunda, ideo quidquid perfectionis est in effectu, principaliter reducitur ad primam 
causam; quod autem est de defectu, reducendum est in causam secundam, quae non 
ita efficaciter operatur sicut causa prima’; Compendium Theologiae, I, ch. 68: 
“Omne quod habet aliquid per participationem, reducitur in id quod habet illud per 
essentiam, sicut in principium et causam”; [bid., I, ch. 83: “Quod autem est in 
potentia, non reducitur in actum nisi ab aliquo agente”; In I Metaph., lect. 12, n. 
188: “Nihil enim reducitur de imperfecto ad perfectum, vel de potentia in actum, 
nisi per aliquod perfectum ens actu”; In IT Metaph., lect. 2, n. 296: “Necesse est ut 
omnia composita et participantia, reducantur in ea, quae sunt per essentiam, sicut 
in causas”; In XI Metaph., lect. 5, n. 2211: “Necesse est enim quod sicut omnia 
entia reducuntur ad aliquod primum, ita oportet quod principia demonstrationis 
reducantur ad aliquod principium, quod principalius cadit in consideratione huius 
philosophiae. Hoc autem est, quod non contingit idem simul esse et non esse”; De 
Causis, lect. 18: “Omnes rerum gradus ad tria videtur reducere quae sunt esse, 
vivere et intelligere”. My emphasis. 

4 See ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, a, 3, 994b32-995a20 and In IT Metaph., lect. 
5, 335. Jan A. Aertsen points out that St. Thomas provides an intrinsic, 
methodological reason for the title “metaphysics” in the prooemium of his 
Commentary on the Metaphysics. The science is called metaphysics inasmuch as it 
considers being and what follows upon it — for these transphysical things are 
discovered in the process of resolution (in via resolutionis) as the more common 
after the less common. See J. AERTSEN, “Method and Metaphysics: The via 
resolutionis in Thomas Aquinas”, 405-418. 
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(the knowledge of the causes of the suwbiectum and its properties) and the 
rational-intellectual nature of the human person who undertakes the 
science’’. In Book Two (a) of his Metaphysics, Aristotle states that “it is 
absurd to search simultaneously for science and the method (tpdtov) of the 
science”'®. In his commentary on this passage, Aquinas points out that logic 
ought to be studied first since it considers the method common to all the 
sciences and that the proper method of each, particular science should be 
studied at the beginning of each science'’. For Aquinas the term “methodus” 
is a synonym of “ars”'® and refers to “a certain work of the reason, whereby 
human acts reach their due end through appropriate means”'’. When 
Aquinas speaks about the “method of science’, he uses terms like 
“processus scientiae’”””, “modus scientiae””', or “via’”. In summary, we 


'S See J. VILLAGRASA, “La resolutio come metodo...”, 47-53. 

'© ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, , 3, 995a 13-15. 

'T In II Metaph., lect. 5, n. 335: “Dicit ergo primo, quod quia diversi 
secundum diversos modos veritatem inquirunt; ideo oportet quod homo instruatur 
per quem modum in singulis scientiis sint recipienda ea quae dicuntur. Et quia non 
est facile quod homo simul duo capiat, sed dum ad duo attendit, neutrum capere 
potest; absurdum est, quod homo simul quaerat scientiam et modum qui convenit 
scientiae. Et propter hoc debet prius addiscere logicam quam alias scientias, quia 
logica tradit communem modum procedendi in omnibus aliis scientiis. Modus 
autem proprius singularum scientiarum, in scientiis singulis circa principium tradi 
debet”. 

'8 In VIII Physic., lect. 15, n. 68: “Et simul etiam secundum eandem 
methodum, idest artem, idest secundum eandem artificialem considerationem, erit 
manifestum id quod nunc Paulo supra diximus, et quod etiam prius suppositum est 
in principio huius octavi, quod contingit aliquem motum esse continuum et 
perpetuum”’. 

'° In I Post. Anal., lect. 1, n. 1: “Nihil enim aliud ars esse videtur, quam certa 
ordinatio rationis quomodo per determinata media ad debitum finem actus humani 
perveniant”’. 

0 In I De Caelo et mundo, lect. 1: “In scientiis esse processum ordinatum, 
prout proceditur a primis causis et principiis usque ad proximas causas, quae sunt 
elementa constituentia essentiam rei. Et hoc est rationabile: nam processus 
scientiarum est opus rationis, cuius proprium est ordinare; unde in omni opere 
rationis ordo aliquis invenitur, secundum quem proceditur ab uno in aliud”. 

*! In Boethii De Trinitate, q. 6, a. 1: “modus scientiae debet respondere 
materiae. Sed res divinae sunt res intelligibiles per se ipsas. Ergo modus 
conveniens divinae scientiae est intellectualiter procedere”’; and “Unde modi 
scientiarum non respondent potentiis animae, sed modis quibus potentiae animae 
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can describe the method of a speculative science as a certain work of reason, 
which orders the procedure of reason from one thing to another in a science 
so as to determine the adequate means to achieve the goal of that science. 

Aquinas’ “discourse on method” is found primarily in_ his 
Commentary on Boethius’ De Trinitate. Now, although the question about 
the method of metaphysics was dealt with on occasion in early twentieth- 
century Thomism”’, it was only after Geiger’s article in 1947 and Wyser’s 
publication of St. Thomas’s Commentary in 1948” that sustained, scholarly 
attention was given to Jn Boethii De Trinitate. Geiger’s article, for example, 
spurred a number of articles on separatio and the division of the speculative 
sciences. While Question Five of the commentary on the division of the 
speculative sciences received much attention, Question Six, which deals 
specifically with the methods of the speculative sciences, was largely 
overlooked*’. The different interpretations of these two questions have 
given rise to various currents of thought within Thomism. Some of the 
foremost positions are the following”. 

1) Jacques Maritain presented two theories regarding our knowledge 
of being: one is based on his “degrees of knowledge” and proposes a third 
degree of abstraction as the way in which being is grasped”’; the other 
involves a metaphysical intuition of being”. 


procedere possunt, qui non solum diversificantur penes potentias tantum, sed etiam 
penes obiecta’’. 

” In I De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 1, n. 34: “Nam investigare proprie est per 
vestigia alicuius euntis per viam, ad viae terminum perduci”. 

3M. GRABMANN, Die Geschichte der Scholastischen Methode, 1909, J. 
RIMAUD, Thomisme et méthode, 1925, J. HESSEN, Die Methode der Metaphysik, 
Berlin-Bonn 1932; N. BALTHASAR, La méthode en métaphysique, Institut 
Superieur De Phil., Louvain 1943. 

** P. WYSER, Thomas von Aquin. In librum Boethii De Trinitate Quaestiones 
quinta et sexta. Nach dem Autograph Cod. Vat. Lat. 9850 mit Einleitung hrsg., 
Société Philosophique, Fribourg-Louvain 1948, 9-76. 

°5 See J. VILLAGRASA, “La resolutio come metodo...”, 37. 

*° See A. LOBATO, Ontologia, PUST, Roma 1971. Lobato looks specifically 
at one aspect of the problem—access to the concept of ens—and summarizes some 
of these positions. It is interesting to note that his only example for resolutio is 
Fabro. 

*7 J. MARITAIN, Distinguer pour unir: ou les degrés du savoir, Desclée de 
Brouwer, Paris 1932, 106ff. 

set MARITAIN, Existence and the existent, Vintage Books, New York 1966, 
19-21. 
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2) Cajetan’s theory on “three degrees of abstraction” was corrected by 
L.-B. Geiger and J.-D. Robert in 1947”. This led to the development of 
studies on the role of separatio in metaphysics and in the passage from the 
philosophy of nature to metaphysics. Although there are several different 
positions within this current of thought, it is commonly held that 
metaphysics is constituted as “first philosophy” and as a new science 
because one comes to the knowledge that not all being is material. One 
either proves the existence of immaterial beings or concludes that it does not 
belong to being, substance, act (and so on) as such to be material. This 
judgment necessitates the constitution of a new science, that of 
metaphysics*”. Metaphysics begins, then, with a judgment on _ the 
immateriality (or separability) of ens. Some authors, like M. Tavuzzi, have 
proposed negative separation as a resolution” ’. 

3) Etienne Gilson and his followers tend to stress the role of judgment 
both in the initial apprehension of ens and in existential judgments in the 
problem of our knowledge of esse**. At times, this position has been labeled 
“existential Thomism”. 


* See L.-B. GEIGER, “Abstraction et séparation d’aprés...”, Revue des 
Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques 31 (1947), 3-40; J.-D. ROBERT, “La 
métaphysique, science distincte...”, Divus Thomas 50 (1947), 206-222. 

°° R. PASCUAL, “Lo separado como objeto de la metafisica”, Alpha Omega 1 
(1998), 217-242. 

*!' M. Tavuzzi, “Aquinas on Resolution in Metaphysics”, The Thomist 55 
(1991), 199-227. 

* EB. GILSON, L’essere e l’essenza, Massimo, Milano 1988, 280. For a 
critique of Gilson and defense of Fabro see G. LINDBECK, “Participation and 
Existence in the Interpretation of St. Thomas Aquinas”, Franciscan Studies 17 
(1957), 1-22 and 107-125: “It is more enlightening to characterize the philosophy 
of being of Aquinas as basically participationist, rather than existential” (p. 1). For 
a defense of Gilson and critique of Fabro see F. WILHELMSEN, “Existence and 
Esse”, The New Scholasticism 50 (1976), 20-45: “We build a metaphysics of esse 
as act thanks to our awareness that there is an act in the mind that answers the act 
of being in the real: judgment. That act is a direct and intellectually unmediated 
knowing — on the level of direct experience — that things are. The enterprise of 
Thomistic metaphysics, of existential Thomism, is the disengagement, thanks to 
judgment of separation, of exigencies concerning this ‘to be’ of things” (p. 44-45). 
See Gilson’s Constantes philosophiques de l’étre (1983) for his most mature 
thought on the problem. 

3 See J. AERTSEN, Medieval Philosophy and the Transcendentals, E.J. Brill, 
Leiden 1996, 175-177. Aertsen includes Gilson and Fabro together since both hold 
that “the conception of being [ens] cannot be the result of abstraction”. “Gilson 
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4) “Transcendental Thomism” strives to harmonize certain aspects of 
St. Thomas’s metaphysics with the methodological demands of Kant’s 
transcendental philosophy (J. Maréchal) and elements of Heidegger’s 
philosophy of Sein*. Such authors include K. Rahner, J.-B. Lotz, W. 
Brugger and E. Coreth”. 

5) Finally, there are those who stress the role of resolutio as analysis 
in the discovery of the subiectum of metaphysics and as the proper method 
of metaphysics. This is the position of Thomists such as C. Fabro and J. 
Aertsen. In his Nature and Creature (1988), Aertsen proposes two 
resolutions within metaphysics — verum in the line of essence and ens in the 
line of esse*®. In a 1989 article and in his volume on the transcendentals in 
Aquinas (1996), Aertsen calls attention to the two types of resolution within 


discusses the theme of ‘Knowledge and Existence’ in the last chapter of his book 
Being and Some Philosophers. In Thomas’s metaphysics, being (ens) is not and 
cannot become an object of purely abstract cognition by means of simple 
apprehension. “What is conceivable is the essence of a being, not that of being. If 
the correct definition of being is “that which is’, it necessarily includes an is, that 
is, existence.’ Its cognition entails the most fundamental of all judgments, namely, 
that being is. Existence is attained only in the second operation of the intellect, 
judgment. On Gilson’s view, which has been called ‘Existential Thomism,’ the 
concept of being, the first conception of the intellect, comprises in addition to a 
simple apprehension of essence the judgment that something exists” (p. 175-176). 

*L. ELDERS, The Metaphysics of Being..., 12: “Another school of thought 
which found widespread support in the first half of the twentieth century is so- 
called Transcendental Thomism. [...] While in realist metaphysics the use of 
objective methods ensures that metaphysical knowledge grasps reality and is 
guided by objective evidence, when using the so-called transcendental method one 
returns to the subjective conditions of our knowledge. The historical starting point 
of this influential school is the work of Joseph Maréchal S.J.. Maréchal hoped to 
arrive at the same conclusions St. Thomas accepted, by using Kant’s transcendental 
method”. 

* See O. MUCK, “La escuela marechaliana de lengua alemana: la filosofia 
trascendental como metafisica’’, in E. CORETH, W. NEIDEL, G. PFLIGERSDORFFER 
(eds.), Filosofia Cristiana en el pensamiento catélico de los siglos XIX y XX, vol. 
2: Vuelta a la herencia escoldstica, Encuentro Ediciones, Madrid 1994, 540-570. 

°° J. AERTSEN, Nature and Creature, E.J. Brill, Leiden 1988. See especially: 
the reduction to esse and essentia and the double metaphysical resolution (p. 182- 
190) and metaphysical resolution (p. 271-275). The difficulty of developing two 
such lines of resolution is evident in the problem concerning whether there are two 
lines of participation in the problem of creation or one. 
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: : 37 
metaphysics: resolutio secundum rationem and resolutio secundum rem”. 


Of them, he writes: 


The distinctive feature of [St. Thomas’s] transcendental way of thought is that 
it moves in two directions, toward the transcendentality of being and toward 
that which is common by causality. The first movement is a resolution by 
which things are reduced to what is most common in them. In this reduction 
the specific determinations of things are left outside of consideration. They are 
considered not as this or that being, but as beings. Being as such does not 
signify dependence, nor does it imply any restriction. It is indeterminate with 
respect to every mode of being. Being is common to all genera and is therefore 
called “transcendental.” The first resolution moves on a horizontal plane; it is 
an intrinsic analysis of that which is. The formal principle whereby a thing is 
being (ens) is its act of being (esse). The inner resolution is the condition for 
another resolution, the ascent to the most universal cause. Given the first 
resolution, it is clear that the most universal cause can only be the cause of 
being, for its causality is transcendental. The origin of being in general is 
understood as creation and explained in terms of participation. Being is the 
proper effect of God. He himself transcends being in general; God does not 
belong to the domain of the maxime communia. Thomas’s transcendental way 
of thought seeks both the inner principle and the extrinsic cause by which a 
thing is being®®. 


Aertsen has also proposed that a continued analysis of mobile being as the 
means by which the subiectum of metaphysics is discovered”. In general, 


*7 See J. AERTSEN, “Method and Metaphysics: The via resolutionis in 
Thomas Aquinas”, The New Scholasticism 63 (1989), 405-418. 

aE AERTSEN, Medieval Philosophy and the Transcendentals, 394-395. See 
also, p. 433: “[W]e saw that in the sixth question of his commentary, Thomas 
closely connects the method of metaphysics with the method of resolution. He 
distinguishes two kinds of resolution: a resolution secundum rationem that 
terminates in the consideration of being and of that which belongs to being as such; 
and a resolution secundum rem that terminates in the universal cause of being. The 
former resolution is the condition for the latter’. 

»® See J. AERTSEN, “La scoperta dell’ente in quanto ente’’, in S. BROCK (ed.), 
Tommaso d’Aquino e l’oggetto della metafisica, Armando, Roma 2004, 46: “The 
object of metaphysics is discovered, not by demonstrating the existence of 
immaterial beings, but through the continual analysis of material beings. 
Hylemorphism — the composition of form and matter — can explain the type of 
being that material things possess, but cannot explain their being as such. 
Therefore, another way of considering material things is necessary, and, in this 
process one discovers the object of metaphysics. The radical comprehension of the 


25 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


Aertsen highlights the relationship between the progress of human reason 
and the three stages of metaphysics outlined at times by St. Thomas*’. Fabro 
himself highlights the three stages of metaphysics in his 1974 article on 
Heidegger and St. Thomas and the foundation of metaphysics”. Unlike 
Aertsen’s proposal in Nature and Creature, Fabro speaks about an initial 
resolution of ens according to act and perfection and a subsequent reduction 
of participated esse to its fundament, Jpsum Esse Subsistens. 

At present, several Thomists seem to prefer a kind of synthesis 
between separatio (Question Five of In Boethii De Trinitate) and resolutio 
(Question Six of In Boethii De Trinitate). This synthetic approach, for 
example, is taken by L. Elders””, M. Tavuzzi® and J. Wippel™. While there 


question of the origin is decisive for the discovery of ens qua ens. The origin of ens 
as such surpasses the level of becoming (change, motion) in nature’. 

See I, q. 44, a. 2; De Potentia, gq. 3, a. 5; De Substantiis Separatis, ch. 9; 
Summa contra Gentiles, Il, ch. 37. Also: J. VILLAGRASA, “L’ originale metafisica 
creazionista di Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Alpha Omega 10 (2007), 209-223. 

“! C. FABRO, II nuovo problema dell’ essere e la fondazione della metafisica, 
Rivista di filosofia neoscolastica, (66) 1974, 475-510. 

“ See L. ELDERS, The Metaphysics of Being of St. Thomas Aquinas in a 
Historical Perspective, E.J. Brill, Leiden 1993, 16: “In order to arrive at the study 
of being qua being, we must first prove that there are immaterial things”; p. 17-18: 
“it becomes clear that the separation mentioned above gives access to being in a 
new way so that one may explore its full depth, true nature and ultimate causes”; p. 
29: “Foremost among the methods used in metaphysics is resolution or reduction, 
the process of thought which proceeds from the study of effects to the knowledge 
of their causes and from the less universal to the more universal”. 

“? See M. TAVUZZI, “Aquinas on Resolution in Metaphysics”, 212: “But it 
must be noticed that the intellectual seizure which terminates metaphysical 
resolution secundum rem represents an insight merely into God’s nature rather than 
into God’s nature, that is, the seizure of God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens is the 
product of an entire sequence of negative judgments, of remotiones. The 
distinctively metaphysical mental operation of separation is already operative 
within the various arguments which constitute metaphysical resolution secundum 
rem. [...] Metaphysical resolution secundum rem is therefore effected by negative 
separation secundum rem”; p. 213-214: “The second moment of metaphysical 
resolution, secundum rationem, is not directly concerned with realities, but, insofar 
as it is grounded in the discernment of intrinsic causes, with the formation of more 
universal concepts and the determination of the necessary constituents of their 
contents. It is an authentic instance of resolution reasoning not only because by it 
the mind moves from the grasp of a multiplicity to that of a unity but also because 
it is a process of reasoning which finds its terminus in the intellectual seizure of the 
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are differences in terms of emphasis and the precise meaning of the two 
terms, they generally refer to the role of separatio in the constitution of the 
genus subiectum of metaphysics, yet exclude the possibility that this 
separatio involves the demonstration of God’s existence. Accordingly, once 
a negative judgment is made (a separatio) that matter does not belong to 
being as such, metaphysics can begin its resolution of finite ens to the real 
composition of essence and esse and reduce participated esse to God as its 
foundation. Fabro’s theory seems to be more in agreement with Aertsen’s 
work on the discovery of the subiectum of metaphysics through an analysis 
that changes the question from “What are the causes of mobile ens?” to 
“What are the causes of ens qua ens?”. Neither of them proposes a passage 
to metaphysics in via inventionis through a formal demonstration or 
judgment regarding the immateriality or separability of being from 
movement and matter. 

With regard to the method of resolution within metaphysics, Fabro 
holds that resolutio-reductio is the principal means by which the 
metaphysician comes to know esse ut actus. At the same time, he uses a 
variety of terms to refer to the dynamic of the method of metaphysical 
reflection: terms such as “intensification”, “dialectical emergence’, 
“passage to the limit’, “return to foundation’, “dialectic of participation”, 
“synopsis” and “reduction”. In La nozione metafisica di partecipazione 
(1939), Fabro referred to this method as an “intensive metaphysical 
abstraction” and a “dialectical ascension”. By 1954, however, Fabro tended 
to refer to the method of Thomistic metaphysics as a “resolution”, a 
“reduction” or a “process of foundation”. This advance was accompanied by 
in-depth investigations into causal participation and the latter stages of 
metaphysics. 

The evolution of Fabro’s terminology and thought regarding the 
method of metaphysical reflection can be problematic for a correct 
interpretation of his works. For this reason, I have undertaken a 


very “nature” of that unity. This second moment of metaphysical resolution is also 
effected by the exercise of the distinctively metaphysical mental operation of 
negative separation. But this further type of negative separation must not be 
confused with that negative secundum rem which had effected metaphysical 
resolution secundum rem. Metaphysical resolution secundum rem is effected by 
what might accordingly be designated as “negative separation secundum 
rationem’. 

“ See J. WIPPEL, The Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas, CUA 
Press, Washington DC 2000, 23-62. 
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chronological overview of Fabro’s texts in order to determine both the 
meanings of the different terms used and the range of their applications. In 
this overview, I will include both the texts that directly deal with method 
and those that indirectly deal with it or apply this method to certain 
metaphysical problems. 


2. Novelty of this dissertation 


To date, the most complete presentation of Fabro’s theory of 
metaphysical reflection is found in Luis Romera’s Pensar el ser (1994)”. 
As indicated by the title, Romera looks at Fabro’s work from a 
predominantly noetical perspective and deals with two important elements 
of Fabro’s theory of metaphysical reflection: our initial apprehension of ens 
and our metaphysical knowledge of actus essendi. Romera concludes that, 
for Fabro, ens as primum cognitum is grasped as a synthetic notion by 
means of apprehension and that esse, in its intensive meaning of actus 
essendi, is grasped by the intellect at the end of a process called “intensive 
metaphysical reflection’*®. Another important study is J. Villagrasa’s 2001 
article on resolutio as the proper method of metaphysics according to C. 
Fabro. Villagrasa shows how Fabro’s proposal can gain clarity and rigor in 
light of St. Thomas’s distinction between resolutio secundum rationem and 
resolutio secundum rem*’. Also important is A. Contat’s 2008 article on the 


See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser: andlisis del conocimiento del “actus 
essendi” segin C. Fabro, Peter Lang, Bern 1994. Originally his doctoral 
dissertation (1991), Part One of Romera’s work looks at Fabro’s interpretation of 
knowledge of being in Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle, Hegel and Heidegger. Part 
Two deals with Fabro’s theory on the nature and content of ens as primum 
cognitum and Fabro’s critique of Maritain’s and Gilson’s theory. Part Three 
concerns Fabro’s theory of our knowledge of actus essendi in metaphysics. In 
contrast to Romera’s exposition, I concentrate more on the epistemological aspects 
and evolution of Fabro’s metaphysical thought and include a summary of the final 
stages of metaphysical reflection which regard the existence of God, creation, the 
analogy of being and the participative structure of created beings. 

© See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser: ch. 4: “El método tomista segtin Fabro’”, 
95-130; ch. 10: “La reflexi6n metafisica intensiva’’, 265-284; and ch. 11: “De la 
participacion predicamental a la trascendental”, 285-326. 

*” See J. VILLAGRASA, “La resolutio come metodo...’’, 64: “If it is true that 
the task of metaphysics is the resolution of ens without immanentistic restrictions, 
namely, the explanation of ens qua ens by its intrinsic and extrinsic causes, and in 
particular, by esse and Ipsum Esse Subsistens, then, the determination of a task 
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ontological difference in four twentieth-century Thomists: J. Maritain, E. 
Gilson, C. Fabro and M.-D. Philippe**. Contat effectively summarizes and 
assesses Fabro’s thought on when and how the “ontological difference” 
between ens and esse is established, on the relationship between essence and 
esse and on subsistence and accidental esse, and on the relationship between 
Aquinas’ real distinction and the metaphysics of Plato and Aristotle. With 
respect to Fabro’s theory of metaphysical reflection, Contat finds three 
“resolutions” at work: an initial resolution of ens to esse commune; a 
subsequent resolution to the real distinction between essence and esse; and a 
third resolution to Ipsum Esse Subsistens and ens per participationem. 
Several other authors have dealt with Fabro’s metaphysics, yet to date 
and to my knowledge no one other than the three authors mentioned has 
dealt specifically and in-depth with the theme of the method and structure of 
Fabro’s metaphysical reflection”’. M. Pangallo has written two books on 
Fabro’s metaphysics: one on esse ut actus in Fabro’s “essential Thomism” 
(1987) and one on Fabro’s interpretation of the principle of causality 
(1991). Both seek to summarize Fabro’s thought on being (esse) and 
causality and offer insight into the place of Fabro’s work within the broader 
context of twentieth-century Thomism. A. Gonzalez’s Ser y Participacién 


should be followed by the determination of the way to carry this out: the method. It 
has been the merit of Fabro to call attention to Thomistic resolutio as the method of 
metaphysics; and it is of inestimable value that he brought clarity to difficult or 
controversial passages in the Thomistic tradition. Still lacking is a specific study by 
him on resolutio; in his descriptions, he lacks reference to the principal text of St. 
Thomas, In Boethii De Trinitate, q. 6, a. 1, where two diverse ways of resolution 
are distinguished”. Alain Contat published an article (“L’étant, Vesse et la 
participation selon Cornelio Fabro”, Revue thomiste 111 (2011), 357-403) on 
Cornelio Fabro’s metaphysical thought and structures his presentation according to 
the distinction between resolutio secundum rationem and resolution secundum rem. 

“8 A. ContaT, “Le figure della differenza ontologica nel tomismo del 
novecento”, Alpha Omega 11 (2008), 77-129 and 213-250. 

“Alain Contat recently published an article (“L’étant, l’esse et la 
participation selon Cornelio Fabro”, Revue thomiste 111 (2011), 357-403) on 
Cornelio Fabro’s metaphysical thought and structures his presentation according to 
the distinction between resolutio secundum rationem and resolution secundum rem. 

°° See M. PANGALLO, L’ essere come atto nel tomismo essenziale di Cornelio 
Fabro, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano 1987; Idem., Il Principio di 
causalita nella metafisica di S. Tommaso. Saggio di ontologia tomista alla luce 
dell’interpretazione di Cornelio Fabro, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, Citta del 
Vaticano 1991. 
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(1979) is not explicitly a treatise on Fabro’s metaphysics, yet is based in 
large part on two of Fabro’s articles on the Fourth Way>.. Two doctoral 
dissertations on elements of Fabro’s metaphysics should also be mentioned: 
V. Cruz Amords presented Fabro’s interpretation of the metaphysical 
foundation of analogy (1999); and J. Olivera Ravasi presented Fabro’s 
thought on the point of departure of St. Thomas’s metaphysics (2007)°*. To 
date, at least four collections of articles touching on some aspects of Fabro’s 
metaphysics have been published: Essere e liberta (1984), Veritatem in 
caritate (1991)? , the 1997 volume of Euntes Docete® and Neotomismo e 
suarezismo (2006) 7 None of the articles, however, are dedicated 
specifically to the theme of the method and structure of Fabro’s 
metaphysical reflection. 


°! See A. GONZALEZ, Ser y participacion. Estudio sobre la cuarta via de 
Tomds de Aquino, Eunsa, Pamplona 1979', 1995. I quote from the 1995 edition: 
“Mucho debe el autor de estas paginas a la lectura de los dos articulos que C. Fabro 
ha dedicado al tema; ellos fueron los que me condujeron a profundizar y a realizar 
este estudio de metafisica tomista” (p. 20). 

> See V. CRUZ AMOROS, El fundamento metafisico de la relacion entre las 
analogias de atribucién y de proporcionalidad: La interpretacién de Cornelio 
Fabro de la doctrina de Santo Tomds, Pontificia Universitas Sanctae Crucis, Roma 
1999. 

°3 See J. OLIVERA RAVASI, El punto de partida de la metafisica de santo 
Tomds de Aquino, segtin Cornelio Fabro, Pontificia Universita Lateranense, Roma 
2007. 

4 See AA. VV., Essere e liberta. Studi in onore di Cornelio Fabro, Maggioli, 
Rimini 1984. See P. MAZZARELLA, “La metafisica di S. Tommaso d’ Aquino 
nell’interpretazione di C. Fabro”, 107-140 and G. PIZZUTI, “Prospettive per la 
fondazione di una metafisica dell’ atto”, 155-188. 

5 See AA. VV., Veritatem in caritate: studi in onore di Cornelio Fabro in 
occasione dell’LXXX genetliaco, Ermes, Potenza 1991. See A. DALLEDONNE, “Le 
nozione tomistiche di ‘ens per participationem’ e di ‘esse ut actus’ nell’ esegesi 
intensiva di Cornelio Fabro”, 73-87 and P. PELLECCHIA, “La teoria della 
partecipazione tomista di Cornelio Fabro”, 176-192. 

°° See Euntes Docete, 50 (1997). See especially: M. PANGALLO, “L’itinerario 
metafisico di Cornelio Fabro”, 7-32; L. CLAVELL, “L’essere come atto e Dio in s. 
Tommaso d’ Aquino secondo Cornelio Fabro”, 33-59; E. B. PORCELLONI, “Dalla 
metafisica dell’atto alla verita dell’essere nel realismo tomistico”, 61-84 and B. 
MONDI, “La conoscenza dell’ essere in Fabro e Gilson’, 85-115. 

°7 J. VILLAGRASA (ed.), Neotomismo e suarezismo. Il confronto di Cornelio 
Fabro, APRA, Roma 2006. 
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Therefore, the principal novelty of this dissertation lies in its 
comprehensive presentation of the method and structure of Fabro’s 
metaphysical reflection. To my knowledge, the dissertation is the first major 
work in English dedicated exclusively to Fabro’s metaphysics and contains 
one of the most complete presentations of Fabro’s interpretation of the 
history of metaphysics. The dissertation traces the evolution of Fabro’s 
thought on the problem of the method and structure of metaphysical 
reflection and provides an important summary of Fabro’s views on some of 
the more difficult questions in Thomistic metaphysics: questions such as the 
participative structure of created beings, the epistemological locus of the 
real distinction in metaphysics, the ultimate foundation of the real 
distinction in terms of exemplary and efficient causality, the metaphysical 
foundation of analogy, and the dynamic and foundation of the Fourth Way. 
The dissertation also clarifies the nature of Fabro’s use of historical-critical 
and critical-speculative methods in his interpretation of Parmenides, Plato, 
Aristotle, Aquinas, Hegel, Heidegger and others. By frequently referring to 
the work of other Thomists who have commented on and critiqued Fabro’s 
work, the dissertation works toward the establishment of a status 
quaestionis of Fabro’s contribution to twentieth-century Thomistic 
metaphysics. 


3. Division, sources, method and limits of the dissertation 


I have divided the dissertation into seven chapters. In Chapter One, 
“Fabro’s Interpretation of the History of Metaphysics”, I present the 
essential lines of Fabro’s interpretation of this history from Parmenides to 
Heidegger and offer a general framework for the theme of metaphysical 
reflection in Fabro’s thought. 

In Chapter Two, “The Dialectic of Participation”, I look at Fabro’s 
thought on metaphysical reflection in his foundational works (1931-1942). 
These works deal with the foundation of the principle of causality, the role 
of the notion of participation in Thomistic metaphysics and_ the 
demonstration of the real distinction between essence and esse in creatures. 
In these first works, metaphysical method appears as “intensive 
metaphysical abstraction’, “dialectical ascension” and “formal resolution’. 

In Chapter Three, “The Resolution of Ens”, I look at the development 
of Fabro’s work on metaphysical reflection in his works from 1943 to 1959, 
giving particular attention to his Metaphysica course notes (1948-1949). 
Throughout these years metaphysical reflection is spoken about primarily as 
a “resolution” and a “dialectical-reduction”’. 
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In Chapter Four, “The Emergence of Esse”, I look at Fabro’s theory of 
metaphysical reflection in relation to dynamic, causal participation as found 
in Partecipazione e causalita (1954-1961)°°. Fabro speaks of the method of 
metaphysical reflection in terms of resolution, reduction and foundation, and 
critiques the theory of those who reduce the grasping of actus essendi to 
judgment. In contrast to the latter theory, Fabro sees metaphysical reflection 
as an intensification of ens by means of a progressive understanding of esse. 

In Chapter Five, “The Reduction to Fundament’, I consider Fabro’s 
work on metaphysical reflection in the many articles he published from 
1960 to 1995. In them, Fabro continually calls attention to the fact that, on 
the one hand, ens as primum cognitum provides a foundation and principle 
for knowledge and science, while, on the other, esse is implicitly grasped 
within this primum cognitum and that it is the task of metaphysics to bring 
this esse out and explain the foundational role esse has with respect to ens in 
the order of reality. Ens is primum cognitum due to the absolute priority of 
esse. In both cases we are dealing with “foundations” which, according to 
Fabro, are an adequate response to the philosophical demands and 
shortcomings of the thought of Kant, Hegel and Heidegger. By studying and 
analyzing Fabro’s texts in chronological order throughout chapters two 
through five, I am able to establish the slight evolution and strong continuity 
in his thought on the method of metaphysical reflection. 

In Chapter Six, “The Method of Metaphysical Reflection”, I present a 
synthesis and critique of Fabro’s proposal of resolutio-reductio as the 
proper method of Thomistic metaphysics. 

In Chapter Seven, “The Structure of Metaphysical Reflection’, I 
establish the structure of his metaphysical reflection based on the method of 
resolutio-reductio and critically assess some of Fabro’s positions on certain 
metaphysical questions. 

Regarding the sources of this dissertation, I have limited myself 
primarily to Fabro’s books, articles and unpublished texts on metaphysics. 
In total, my investigation is based on 23 of Fabro’s 35 books, over 100 of 
his more than 900 articles and book reviews, two posthumous works” and 


** T use the dates 1954-1961 to highlight the fact that the book published in 
Italian in 1960 and in French 1961, yet was first presented at the University of 
Louvain in 1954. Several sections of the book were published as articles during this 
same period. 

cas, FABRO, Libro dell’esistenza e della liberta vagabonda, PIEMME, 
Casale Monferrato 2000. JBID., La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 
Editrice del Verbo Incarnato, Segni 2004. 
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nine as-yet unpublished texts and course notes”. The dissertation takes into 
account over 130 books and articles which have dealt with or touched on 
different aspects of Fabro’s metaphysics. 

In the dissertation, I follow a predominantly synthetic method in the 
presentation of Fabro’s work and reserve analysis and critical evaluation to 
the conclusions of the various chapters and chapters six and seven. Given 
the synthetic nature of the presentation of Fabro’s interpretation of the 
history of metaphysics and the chronological exposition of Fabro’s 
metaphysical works in chapters two through five, the dissertation constitutes 
a veritable “compendium” of Fabro’s metaphysics. I have purposely 
refrained from comparing Fabro’s proposal regarding the method of 
metaphysical reflection with the theories of Gilson, Maritain, Geiger and 
other prominent Thomists. In doing so, I hope to present Fabro’s proposal in 
its entirety, directing my attention to those authors who have critiqued or 
commented explicitly on Fabro’s work. In this way, I hope to open up 
several venues for scholars to take up comparative work in the future. 

With regard to the parameters I have set for the dissertation, I would 
like to stress that Chapter One is of an introductory nature and that, as a 
result, I have limited any analysis of Fabro’s interpretation of the history of 
metaphysics to the essentials. Fabro’s interpretations of the metaphysics of 
Aristotle, Neo-Platonism, Aquinas, Hegel and Heidegger each merit more 
in-depth and complete studies which would need to follow a more 
exegetical approach in the study of the texts involved and compare and 
contrast Fabro’s interpretation with the results of more specialized studies 
and other interpretations”. Needless to say, such investigations go beyond 
the scope and limits of this dissertation. In Chapter One, I have sought 


© Principii causalitatis. Necessitas objectiva. Ostenditur et defenditur 


secundum philosophiam  scholasticam ab  impugnationibus Humii (1931); 
Metaphysica (1948-1949); Essere ed esistenza in Hegel (1957-1958); Essere e 
pensiero (1963-1964); Essere e verita (1966-1967); Essere e liberta (1967-1968); 
Essere nel mondo (1978-1979); Essere nel corpo (1979-1980); Essere nell’io 
(1980-1981). 

°' For example, see R. J. HENLE, “Saint Thomas’ Methodology in the 
Treatment of ‘Postitiones’ with Particular Reference to ‘Positiones Platonicae’’’, 
Gregorianum 32 (1955), 391-409; Idem., “A Note on certain Textual evidence in 
Fabro’s Nozione Metafisicia di Partecipazione’, The Modern Schoolman 34 
(1957), 265-282. More recently: G. VENTIMIGLIA, “Gli studi sull’ontologia 
tomista: status quaestionis’, Aquinas 38 (1995), 63-96. Ventimiglia distinguishes 
three generations of Thomistic interpretation of St. Thomas’s Neo-Platonic 
sources, placing Fabro in the second generation. 


33 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


merely to offer the essential lines of Fabro’s interpretation and provide the 
reader with the “big picture” and an essential reference point for our 
investigation of more theoretical texts on the method and structure of 
Fabro’s metaphysical reflection. 

The reader will also note that I have refrained from using Fabro’s 
thought merely as a platform or springboard to develop my own opinions on 
some of the problems at hand or simply to second my ideas. As much as 
possible, the dissertation seeks to interpret some of the elements of Fabro’s 
“metaphysical epistemology” which I hope the reader will agree is faithful 
to what we find in Fabro’s texts and to the spirit of Fabro’s thought. 

As it is the first major work on Fabro’s metaphysics in English, I have 
made extensive use of quotation within the body of the text so as to foster 
direct contact with Fabro’s work and, in so doing, facilitate comprehension. 
It is my hope that this dissertation contributes to remedying the lack of 
familiarity with Fabro’s metaphysical works in some English-speaking 
circles ~. 


° See H. JOHN, The Thomist Spectrum, Fordham University Press, New 
York 1966, 105: “The work of Father Fabro, all too little known among English- 
speaking Thomists, marks so to speak, the midpoint in the Thomist spectrum”. See 
also J. VIJGEN, “The Future of Cornelio Fabro’s Legacy”, Doctor Angelicus 5 
(2005), 197: “Nevertheless, while his thomistic studies have been very influential 
outside of Italy due to a series of articles published in English from the 1960’s 
onwards, his systematic philosophical and theological studies suffered somewhat 
from the linguistic barriers between Italy and the rest of the world”; Ibid., 202: 
“Although it is our personal opinion that the study of Thomism in general and of 
the thought of Aquinas and Fabro in particular, requires the knowledge of the 
principal language of Italian Neothomism, initiatives to overcome linguistic 
barriers are very much needed”. All of Fabro’s texts from non-English sources are 
my translation. I have sought to stay as close as possible to the original Italian, 
Latin or French. I have rendered the Italian “ente” as “ens”, and “essere” as 
“being” or esse. When Fabro refers to the Heideggerian distinction Sein-seiendes 
using the Italian terms essere-essente I have translated both of them as “being”, 
putting the Italian or German terms beside them in parentheses when opportune. 
References to Fabro’s unpublished texts are provided in the footnotes. 
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FABRO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE 
HISTORY OF METAPHYSICS 


Those familiar with Fabro’s writings know that he either prefaces his 
systematic expositions of Aquinas’s metaphysical thought with historical- 
speculative investigations or, during the exposition itself, frequently weaves 
in and out of the historical interpretations that he gradually developed over 
the years. Because Fabro’s dialogue with classical and modern thinkers has 
important repercussions in his way of presenting Aquinas’s thought', I have 
dedicated Chapter One to his interpretation of the main protagonists of the 
history of metaphysics. We will see that, for Fabro, the history of 
metaphysics reaches a climax in the “emergent synthesis” achieved by 
Aquinas. Following Aquinas’s death in 1274, Fabro argues that this 
accomplishment was lost or obscured: actus essendi was increasingly dealt 
with as existentia and declined over five centuries of philosophical 
reflection into Hegel’s empty, pure concept of being (Sein). While 
Heidegger has the merit of pointing out that a forgetting of being (civat) 
begins after Parmenides, it is also true that Heidegger either intentionally 
ignores or is unaware of Aquinas’s achievements and response to the 
Seinsfrage. The general framework regarding this development and loss of 
Thomistic thought on esse is summarized by Fabro as follows: 


The venerable problem of esse has never been very fortunate in any period of 
thought. If in Greek thought it obtains its apex with Parmenides and Heraclitus, 
it seems to decay right away with Plato and Aristotle and to resurrect after a 
millennium — yet like the return of a shadow — in Neo-Platonism, principally in 
Athenian Neo-Platonism (Proclus). If in Christian thought it is affirmed in St. 
Thomas with unshakeable vehemence, it completely loses its precise meaning 
in decadent, essentialistic Scholasticism. Modern philosophy was allotted this 


' See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 15: “In the case of Fabro, moreover, the 
dialogue with these thinkers [such as Parmenides, Hegel, Heidegger] has 
repercussions in the way of presenting the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas. Many of 
the elements that our author emphasizes in analyzing other thinkers apply to his 
own philosophy”. 
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preoccupying dispersion of Scholastic formalism and, in its own way, comes to 
the radical problematic of being principally with Hegel and Heidegger. Along 
with Parmenides and St. Thomas, they affirm that to think — thought in its 
essence — is to have being present and to make being present, to refer to being 
and to refer oneself to being’. 


Two complementary factors, then, are at work in Fabro’s “return” to St. 
Thomas: first, he is very attentive to the sources and internal development of 
the Thomistic doctrine; second, he seeks to confront this doctrine with the 
problems and demands of modern and contemporary philosophical thought® : 

I have divided this first chapter into five main sections. Section One 
determines the nature and scope of Fabro’s historical-critical and critical- 
speculative methods. Section Two deals with Fabro’s interpretation of what 
he calls the “sources” of Aquinas’s thought on esse and participation: I 
begin with Parmenides and his poem on eivat (being) and vot (nature) 
and then turn to Plato, Aristotle, Neo-Platonic thought, Boethius and 
Avicenna. Section Three deals with three topics: Fabro’s interpretation of 
St. Thomas’s metaphysics; his position on the originality of the Thomistic 
“emergent synthesis” of Platonic and Aristotelian thought; and, more 
importantly, his reflections on how this “synthesis” was achieved. In Section 
Three, I also present Fabro’s interpretation of the various meanings of esse 
in St. Thomas’s works and his interpretation of St. Thomas’s theory of 
participation. Section Four looks at Fabro’s interpretation of Scholastic, 
modern, and contemporary metaphysics. It clarifies Fabro’s frequent 
references to the “formalistic turn of decadent Scholasticism” and his 
characterization of Leibniz’s and Kant’s theories of being as consequences 
of the Scholastic reduction of Thomistic actus essendi to existentia. The 


sas OF FABRO, “Breve discorso sull’essere”, Tomismo e Pensiero Moderno 
(TPM), Pontificia Universita Lateranense, Roma 1969, 359. 

> See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 4: “Such a way of presenting St. Thomas 
Aquinas does not respond merely to the attempt to relate the thought of the 
medieval philosopher with the way of approaching the problems in current thought 
— which would justify it already -; but rather that Fabro considers it as a 
speculative demand as well. St. Thomas himself developed his philosophy with 
constant references to the great thinkers that preceded him, from whom he took 
suggestions for reflection and with whom he continually dialogued. The study of 
the great thinkers is indispensible to bring about a deeper investigation into the 
fundamental problems. In the same way Fabro has seen in the ‘essential thinkers’ 
throughout the history of philosophical thought, an unavoidable point of reference 
when one intends to establish an authentic philosophical reflection”. 
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subsection on Kant is followed by a synthetic presentation of Fabro’s 
interpretation of the methodological convergences and doctrinal divergences 
between Hegel, Heidegger and Aquinas’. Section Five individuates some of 
the problems regarding esse and participation that, in the light of the history 
of metaphysics, a theory on the method and structure of metaphysical 
reflection needs to address. 


1. Fabro’s historical-critical and critical-speculative methods 


In his investigation and interpretation of the history of philosophy, 
Fabro often employs a multi-faceted method and approach. With the 
exception of Aquinas’s works, Fabro rarely undertakes what may be called 
“textual exegesis”. In general, he considers the thought of various 
philosophers in relation to and against the horizon of Aquinas’s thought. For 
example, Fabro writes of his interpretation of Heidegger: “Our reference, in 
this study [Partecipazione e causalita], to the Heideggerian position has 
only a theoretical interest in clarifying the originality of Thomistic esse”®. In 
another text, “Intorno al fondamento dell’essere” (1983), Fabro clearly 
states his intention to address certain philosophical problems by reading 
classical authors in confrontation with Heidegger’s thought with the goal of 
coming to the Thomistic solution to the problem: “Having framed the 
problem of being as act in its fundamental meaning in Aristotelian 
metaphysics — founded on ¢votc-ovota as reality in act, whether it be 
composite or simple — we now pass to the confrontation, namely to the 


* I do not consider Fabro’s interpretation of Kierkegaard in this historical 
overview. This decision is justified by the fact that Kierkegaard is mentioned only 
in passing in Fabro’s two main works on Thomistic participation. 

> The title of one of his collection of articles on St. Thomas contains the term 
“Thomistic exegesis”: Esegesi tomistica (1969). Several articles in the volume 
clearly show his exegetical intention: an exegesis of In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, 
160-189; an exegesis of Thomistic terminology regarding the real distinction, 190- 
217; etc... In his article, “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via’, ET, 351, 
Fabro writes: “Our intention is completely exegetical, that of clarifying the literal 
meaning of the procedure used by St. Thomas, with respect to its immediate 
background, context, principles and presuppositions”. In reference to his 
interpretation of Parmenides, he writes: “[T]he reference that is made here to 
Parmenides’ thought has a properly speculative intention and does not intend to be 
a historical exegesis of his fragments which has been and always will be 
controversial” (PC, 77). 

°C. FABRO, PC, 148. 
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indication of the reduction of being in Heidegger, which suggests to us, 
then, the return to the Thomistic response”. 

In a set of unpublished course notes entitled “Essere e liberta” (1967- 
1968), Fabro provides us with a glimpse of his thought on how to approach 
philosophical problems in reference to the history of philosophy. The text 
distinguishes three different methods which ought to be employed in the 
study of a philosophical problem: the historical-critical method, the critical- 
speculative method and the speculative-creative method®. Fabro elaborated 
on each of them as follows. 

Historical-critical method. This method is “the classical method” and 
involves the analytical exposition of the different systems of thought, their 
affinity to one another and their derivation from other types of thought 
within the same period. The historical-critical method is an objective 
method, since, by means of it, a philosopher investigates “the historical 
context, the relationships between philosophers” and “evaluates not only the 
relationships from philosopher to philosopher, but also within the [work of 
an] author, seeks [to understand] the process from work to work (such has 
been done in recent studies for Plato and Aristotle, and such is being done 
today for Heidegger)”. Although this method is necessary in historical 
investigations and is important because it shows how a problem develops 
and grows, it has several limits: for example, it tends to paralyze speculative 
reflection and provides only a deceptive appreciation of the problems at 
hand’. 


7 C. FABRO, “Intorno al fundamento dell’essere”, 231. 

° In “Essere e liberta” (1967-1968), an unpublished, though mature work, 
Fabro’s distinction between the three methods seems to be after-the-fact reflection 
on what he had already done in previous works, rather than a programmatic text for 
future works. 

” See C. FABRO, Essere e liberta, 9-10: “Tl metodo storico-critico é il metodo 
classico, cioeé l’esposizione analitica dei sistemi, delle loro affinita, della 
derivazione dei vari tipi di pensiero nella stessa epoca e di epoca in epoca [...]. 
Potremmo dirlo un metodo obiettivo: si ‘ricercano’ cioé il contesto storico, 1 
rapporti fra i filosofi, si “valutano’ non solo i rapporti da filosofo a filosofo, ma 
anche dentro lo stesso autore si cerca il processo da opera a opera (cosi si é fatto, in 
ricerche recentissime, per Platone ed Aristotele, cosi si sta facendo oggi per 
Heidegger). Questo metodo la sua importanza e dovremmo applicarlo anche per il 
problema della liberta per vedere un poco come questo problema ‘cresce’: [...]. E 
questo metodo che ha certamente qualche sua utilita ma che paralizza l’afflato 
teoretico e da una falsa consapevolezza di problemi: non é altro che una specie di 
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Critical-speculative method. The second method, the “critical- 
speculative method”, is no longer focused primarily on the historical 
context, but rather on the theoretical-speculative context of a philosopher’s 
work. On the one hand, this method “is very difficult, yet provides great 
results and satisfaction”; on the other, it is prone to “the danger of a 
unilateral vision, namely, of interpreting the preceding philosophy based on 
one’s own system”. Using this method, one looks for the “connections, 
coherences, disharmonies, lacunae in one system with respect to another” 
and for the “lacunae in other systems with respect to one’s own system (an 
excellent example of this critical-speculative method is Aristotle)’. While it 
is important to see how one “essential thinker” relates to another (for 
example, how Hegel relates to Fichte), such authors should also be 
considered in themselves, since it is in them that one finds the critical- 
speculative foundation of their thought: “One should always be careful in 
the study of essential thinkers, which have dealt with the problem of truth 


down to its depths”'®. 


“‘museo delle cere’ o di ‘mummie’ disseccate, non vi da il sangue bollente della 
ricerca speculativa”’. 

aes FABRO, Essere e liberta, 10-11: “Il metodo critico-speculativo non 
riguarda pit il contesto storico ma quello speculativo-teoretico cioé il contesto 
teoretico immanente [...]. Questa é una linea di ricerca abbastanza difficile, pero da 
risultati e soddisfazioni grandissime [...]. C’é quindi in questo metodo il pericolo 
di una visione unilaterale, cioé di interpretare la filosofia precedente in funzione di 
un proprio sistema, di una propria Einstellung e da questa piattaforma della propria 
Einstellung dare vita all’esposizione: trovare cioé nessi, coerenze, disarmonie, 
lacune in un sistema rispetto ad un altro e trovare lacune negli altri sistemi rispetto 
al proprio (esempio insigne di questo metodo critico-speculativo é Aristotele). Non 
sono in questo d’accordo col Windelband il quale per spiegare Schelling si rifa a 
Kant, per spiegare Hegel si rifa a Fichte, ecc.: si e no! Si puod darsi che nel metodo 
storico-critico noi vediamo che Fichte si rifa a Kant; Schelling ed Hegel si riffanno 
a Fichte e a Kant...: ma cid che fa di Fichte, Fichte; di Schelling, Schelling; di 
Hegel, Hegel... non é altrove ma in essi stessi, ed € nel cogliere questo ‘stesso’ 
ultimo che troverete il fondamento critico speculativo, cioé quel qualcosa che é 
brillato la prima volta mediante il tormento e la passione di questo pensatore. 
Bisogna quindi essere sempre cauti nello studio dei pensatori essenziali, che hanno 
sofferto fino in fondo il problema della verita... Li riconoscerete da un certo giro 
continuo dell’espressione, da una specie di tormento e d’insoddisfazione che li 
spinge ad approfondire, a cercare, a dilaniare se stessi per trovare appunto il ‘fondo 


999 


del fondamento’”’. 
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Speculative-creative method. The third method, called “speculative- 
creative’, is held to be the principal method in theoretical reflection. Here, 
the problem itself, and not the philosopher’s thought on the problem, is the 
point of interest: history and the differences between systems are placed on 
a secondary level''. This method is speculative since it does not linger on 
the content of the various systems of thought, but rather penetrates into their 
core or “soul” and into their foundational principles. Looking at theoretical 
problems in this way doesn’t mean over-simplifying them, but rather 
seeking to understand the multiplicity and diversity in reference to a unity’. 
The method is creative since it seeks to provide the reason for the 
“alternation and differentiation of philosophies which is a differentiation in 
unity and an alternation in identity”. Speculative-creative, then, means that 
“it is not possible to discover the originality of the essential thinkers unless 
it be in seeking and daring to be like them: to look for unity in diversity. The 
permanence of the theoretical moment by means of the systems is not 


ma OF FABRO, Essere e liberta, 11-12: “Il metodo speculativo-creativo, che 
dovrebbe essere il metodo principale della riflessione teoretica. Qui non siamo pit 
in preoccupazioni prevalentemente storiche o differenziali, ¢ il problema come tale 
che interessa, nel suo articolarsi interiore attraverso le tappe della coscienza umana. 
[...] Esaminiamo ora i due momenti di questo metodo”’. 

ar FABRO, Essere e liberta, 12: “a) Speculativo: non ci si ferma sui fatti e 
sui sistemi per il loro contenuto, ma per la loro ‘anima’. Hegel per esempio parla 
proprio di Seele cioé di quel circolare continuo dello stesso e identico problema, il 
quale assume figure diverse nelle varie epoche della storia dello spirito, ma in 
modo che queste figure diverse non ne alterano |’esigenza radicale in quanto esse 
non sono e non presentano altro che virtualita progressive dell’ attuarsi dello stesso 
principio. Ecco l’idea hegeliana dello sviluppo dello spirito! Hegel quindi non 
contrappone filosofia greca, filosofia cristiana, filosofia moderna — come fara poi 
un posthegelismo o la storiografia positivistica o di un Croce — ma piuttosto come 
un Gentile o un Heidegger, egli vide fra i vari sistemi, non solo un’affinita ma 
quasi il respiro continuo e crescente della stessa Coscienza alla ricerca del proprio 
fondamento. Questo @ profondo... e ricorda una espressione di S. Tommaso 
quando, parlando di Aristotele, dice ‘Tutti i filosofi tendevano a cid che Aristotele 
poi ha inteso ed espresso come atto’... e noi possiamo dire che tutti 1 filosofi 
tendono a cid che Hegel ha cercato appunto di esprimere come atto, come Spirito, 
oppure a cid che Heidegger intende esprimere col suo ‘essere’, ecc... Vedere lo 
sviluppo dei problemi teoretici a questo modo non é semplificarli (anche se c’é il 
pericolo di semplificare!), ma € proprio cercare di comprendere la molteplicita 
come rivolta all’unita, la diversita come rimandante alla stessa richiesta: quella 
richiesta che teneva vivo lo spirito dei filosofi di 3.000 anni fa e che tiene vivo il 
nostro ancora oggi’”’. 
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simply a kind of atlas. On the contrary, it means penetrating into the center 
of philosophical speculation, where the fire of the ultimate investigation of 
the principle is lit’'’. For Fabro, the speculative-creative method is the 
philosophical method par excellence: it is speculative since it considers the 
very essence of the “transcendental reduction” proper to philosophical 
reflection, that of bringing “the many to the One, the diverse to the identical, 
the mobile to the immobile”; it is creative “because every philosopher who 
commits themselves with their entire self in the essential dialogue with 
essential philosophers manages to say something that had not been said 
before’”’'*. It is in reference to these new principles of these philosophers that 
the other solutions are coordinated, integrated and surpassed’. 

In several other texts, Fabro touches on some of the particular facets 
of the first two methods outlined (historical-critical; critical-speculative), 
both of which are used in his interpretation of the history of metaphysics. In 
the paragraphs that follow, I enumerate five of the more important facets of 
these two methods. 


'? C. FABRO, Essere e liberta, 12-13: “Speculativo-creativo significa percid 
che non é possibile scoprire I’ originalita dei ‘filosofi essenziali’ se non cercando ed 
osando di essere come loro: ricercare cioé questa unita nella diversita, questa 
appartenenza dell’istanza teoretica attraverso i veri sistemi non é fare 
semplicemente una specie di ‘atlante’, ma é penetrare proprio al ‘centro’ della 
speculazione filosofica dove s’accende appunto il fuoco della ricerca ultima del 
principio. Ebbene anche per fare questa ricerca occorre in qualche modo essere 
creativi come quei filosofi, occorre cioé prendere parte al loro convito ideale”. This 
text is quoted by Romera in Pensar el ser, 15. Romera focuses on the critical- 
speculative method instead of distinguishing the three methods. 

4 See C. FABRO, Essere e liberta, 13-15: “Per ‘creativita’ quindi nella nostra 
indagine s’intende la presentazione, la proposizione di un principio nuovo 
all’interno dell’antico [...]. Questo dunque dovrebbe essere il metodo per 
eccellenza, il metodo assoluto della filosofia: il metodo speculativo-creativo. 
“‘Speculativo’ — come gia si é visto — perché considera e si rivolge all’essenza stessa 
di quella ‘riduzione trascendentale’ propria della riflessione filosofica ch’é 
riportare i molti all’Uno, i diversi all’Identico e i mobili all’Immobile; ‘creativo’ 
non solo perché la vita dello spirito € sempre novita, ma perché ogni filosofo che 
s’impregna con tutto se stesso nel dialogo essenziale con i filosofi essenziali, riesce 
a dire qualcosa che prima non era stata detta, che non era stata detta a quel modo, 
che non era stata detta a quel punto dello spirito”. 

'S C. FABRO, Essere e liberta, 15: “E solo dicendo questo principio nuovo, 
solo cioé riportandosi a una idea, a un barlume, ad un lampo..., appunto a questo 
‘principio’ rispetto al quale ricevono coordinazione, integrazione e superamento 
tutte le altre soluzioni, solo a questo modo si puo fare filosofia teoretica”’. 
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1) The study of sources. The first element of Fabro’s historical-critical 
method is the importance given to the study of sources'®, Fabro notes 
shortcomings in some Thomists who do not undertake historical-critical 
investigations of terminology and problems. Of Geiger and his work on 
participation, he writes: “Fr. Geiger has deliberately neglected the study of 
sources and of the particular physiognomy that the texts of the auctoritates 
assumes in the Thomistic opus: in this sense he is faithful to the tradition of 
his Order and of Neo-Thomism in general for which the Thomistic text 
alone is sufficient to explain itself’. Fabro concludes that historical-critical 
investigations are a must: “The historical-critical investigation of terms and 
formulas that are transmitted from school to school from system to system 
are no longer a luxury of erudition but constitute a preliminary, unavoidable 
inquiry so as not to lose oneself in vagueness and the subjective”'’. As 
regards the critical-speculative level and the study of sources, B. Mondin 
quotes a letter that Fabro sent to him which faults Etienne Gilson, who 
dedicated several works to the history of philosophy, for not undertaking a 
critical-theoretical study of sources. Fabro holds that because of this, Gilson 
errs in not distinguishing esse from existentia'®, 

In his article on “Tommaso d’Aquino” in Enciclopedia Cattolica 
(1954), Fabro enumerates three essential components of the study of St. 
Thomas’s sources: “First of all, one tries to individuate the texts and 
eventually even the versions (from Greek and Arabic) that St. Thomas 
effectively had present”; second, “one should highlight the precise doctrinal 
context according to which such sources influence in the development of 
Thomistic thought’; third, “one should indicate the other interpretations that 
these sources had in the cultural atmosphere of the middle ages, in order to 


be able to make an exact balance of the doctrinal work of the Saint’”!”. 


maa FABRO, “Tommaso d’Aquino’”, in Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XIU, 
Sansoni, Citta del Vaticano 1954, 259: “The problem of the sources in Thomistic 
thought is capital and constitutes the key to comprehending its formation”. See 
also, BIT, 19 and IST (1997), 56. 

'7 C. FABRO, NMP, 27. This text was added to the second edition (1950). 

'8 The letter is dated December 22, 1964: “The lack of a critical-theoretical 
study of the sources of the metaphysics of Thomistic esse; this is where his 
persistent use of existence for Thomistic esse comes from’. Quoted by B. MONDIN, 
La metafisica di S. Tommaso d’Aquino e i suoi interpreti, ESD, Bologna 2002, 98. 

a @ FABRO, “Tommaso d’Aquino’”, in Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XIU, 
259. See also, BIT, 19 and IST (1997), 56. 
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These three components were fleshed out a year later in an article 
Fabro dedicated to the principles that should guide the drafting of a history 
of Thomism. First, as regards the individuation and classification of texts 
and sources, Fabro reiterates that it should be based on the degree to which 
the author is present in St. Thomas’s works and should be based on the 
version or translation of the work that St. Thomas used””. Secondly, the 
problem of textual sources is followed by the problem of how these were 
historically assimilated, transmitted and interpreted. In other words, we 
should look at the “tradition” that St. Thomas received”'. Thirdly, one 
should be attentive to the “metamorphosis of the semantics of the formulas” 
in the other interpretations of the Thirteenth-century; namely, how the terms 
and meaning of the terms changed over time. Fabro uses the example of the 


°° C. FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”, Sapienza 1 (1951), 7: “The 
integral reading of the Thomistic opus is indispensible in order to be able to 
proceed to the first stage which is the classification of the Sources in which the 
Angelic Doctor finds inspiration. This classification should be done solely on the 
basis of the degree of presence and of activity, to put it thus, that these have in the 
Thomistic text, leaving aside the results which modern criticism is able to achieve 
regarding the nature, historical consistency, and doctrinal value of the Sources 
themselves (for example, whether Dionysius is the Areopagite or someone else...). 
The important thing is to highlight how the Source is present and how it operates in 
the Thomistic text. The ideal in this work would be that of being able to come not 
just to the rediscovery of the ‘library’ of St. Thomas, but to the tracing of the 
principal currents present in his thought and to be able to follow them problem by 
problem — at least in the principal points. The work is very arduous, since it obliges 
us have contact with the Sources themselves and not in just any way, but with that 
text or translation which St. Thomas read”. 

ae FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo’”, 7: “Once this first task of 
individuation and classification of Sources is exhausted, one needs to be able to 
follow them in the historical process of assimilation in which these came to St. 
Thomas: all these Sources have had, in the first place, commentators and 
continuators, and, therefore, have been assimilated or interpreted in a particular 
directions. Thus, it is necessary to take into account how much of this ‘history’ of 
Sources is present and at work positively and negatively in the Thomistic text. For 
example, the different use of Aristotle in St. Thomas and St. Bonaventure or the 
different use of Avicenna in St. Thomas and Duns Scotus is symptomatic: but this 
is a ‘situation’ that is verified for all the Sources. This is the only ground to be able 
to qualify a doctrine in its authentic meaning and to avoid every danger of generic 
enunciations of slipping toward posterior formulas (and in referring to Thomism or 
Neo-Thomism, I speak especially to ‘Wolffian’ deviations) foreign to the original 
Thomistic situation”. 
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terms “quod est’ and “quo est’. While normally attributed to Boethius, they 
actually stem from Gilbert of Poitiers. Boethius’ formula, on the other hand 
is quod est and esse. Furthermore, the terms quod est and esse do not mean 
matter and form for St. Thomas, but rather subject and act. The first reading 
(as matter and form) is from Alexander of Hales, while the second (as 
subject and act) is from John de la Rochelle”. Fabro concludes by noting 
that: “Precisely for having often overlooked (as others schools have) the 
effective historical prospective, the Thomistic tradition has been exposed to 
becoming victim of its particular situation””*. Without a solid historical- 
critical method, Fabro notes, one risks using terminology and concepts from 
St. Thomas’s adversaries — and the controversy surrounding the real 
distinction between essence and the act of being is a case in point™*. 

2) The evolution of a philosopher’s thought. Fabro’s historical-critical 
method is highly attentive to the evolution that takes place within a 
philosopher’s thought. In his works, Fabro showed an early interest in W. 
Jaeger’s theory regarding the evolution of Aristotle’s thought”, whether or 
not a dialogue of Plato is from the early or mature period*°®, and how 
Heidegger’s thought develops over the years. As regards St. Thomas, Fabro 
is not indifferent to whether a text is from De ente et essentia (1252-1256) 
or from De Substantiis Separatis (1271-1273). For example, Fabro writes: 
direct, docile and frequent contact with Aquinas’ work should embrace all 
his writings and should be done “according to the chronological order that is 
today sufficiently known: it is painful to see that quotations are still made 
randomly, without taking into account the chronology and the particular 
nature of the writings””’. This chronological reading is complemented by 
the first principle we mentioned — the study of sources: 


A first moment, and an immediate orientation, is evidently provided by the 
text itself — once it has been read according to the genetic and progressive 
criteria we spoke about. The second moment should be provided by the 
‘background’ of the considerations that the texts develop, the historical- 
critical background of the authors, of the doctrine, of the controversies to 


oa Ss FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”, 8. With regard to the last point, 
Fabro refers to his article “La distinzione fra ‘quod est’ e ‘quo est’ nella Summa De 
Anima di Giovanni de la Rochelle”, Divus Thomas 41 (1938), 508. 

aC; FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 11 

2S, FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 11-12. 

*> See C. FABRO, NMP, 59. 

°° See C. FABRO, PC, 102-124. 

a Ge FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 5. 
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which St. Thomas directly and indirectly refers. And this is the problem of 
28 
sources’. 


These texts also allude to the fact that the comprehension of an “essential” 
philosopher’s work depends largely on direct contact with their writings in 
the language in which they were written”’. 

3) Individuate speculative principles. In Fabro’s mature writings one 
often encounters phrases such as: “the principle of Parmenides’’, “the 
Platonic principle of participation’, “Aristotelian principle of act” and so on. 
According to Fabro, once the terminological innovations and changes are 
understood, confrontations between different philosophers can be and 
should be conducted primarily at this level of principles. This confrontation 
pertains more properly to the critical-speculative method than the historical- 
critical method. As Fabro writes in his Introduzione all’ateismo (1964; 
English trans., God in Exile): “Consequently, we have avoided slavishly 
chronological exposition, unconsidered polemics and _ discredited 
apologetics. We prefer to direct our search and confrontation solely to 
principles”*”. Individuating speculative principles requires a very respectful, 
critical reading and approach since understanding the philosopher’s work 
precedes the critique: 


[O]ne tries to grasp, in the more or less complex forest of their work, the 
fundamental orientation of their essential thought: Parmenides’ being, 
Heraclitus’s logos, Plato’s idea, Aristotle’s act, St. Thomas’s esse... as that 
which expresses the point of departure of the new thought’s course both in the 
crisis with the preceding one and in the openness to the one that follows, 
namely, up to Leibniz’s absolute monad, Kant’s Ich denke tiberhaupt, Hegel’s 
absolute Begriff, Heidegger’s Sein selbst’’. 


an Os FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo’”’, 6. 

* Tt is well-known that Fabro learned Danish in order to translate 
Kierkegaard’s works and Diary. He found that the German translation hindered and 
masked the true import of Kierkegaard’s writings. Fabro also published Italian 
translations of Hegel, Feuerbach and Marx. 

°C. FABRO, God in Exile. Modern Atheism. A Study of the Internal 
Dynamic of Modern Atheism from Its Roots in the Cartesian Cogito to the Present 
Day, Newman Press, New York 1968, xliii. 

ae FABRO, “L’esse tomistico e la ripresa della metafisica”, Angelicum 3 
(1967), 313. 
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Understanding the principles of the philosopher’s thought aid our 
understanding of the terminology used and open up venues for speculative 
confrontations that go beyond mere semantics”. 

4) Investigate the historical and speculative context, the doctrinal 
consequences and terminological shifts. The combination of Fabro’s 
historical-critical and critical-speculative methods seeks to assess each 
philosopher within their historical and speculative context, to investigate the 
sources of and influences on an author and to see how their thought was 
successively interpreted and assimilated. With regard to Thomism, Fabro 
alludes to the need to understand the historical context and doctrinal 
consequences*> . In Fabro’s reading of Scholasticism*, he concentrates 


*° An example of this point is found in Fabro’s G.W.F. Hegel. La dialettica. 
Antrologia sistematica, La Scuola, Brescia 1960, x-xi: “Therefore, there is no 
doubt that idealism is found along the trajectory of so-called ‘critical thought’, and 
constitutes, moreover, the culmination of its ascending parabolic of which it is the 
conclusion: sophists, skepticism in antiquity, nominalism in the middle ages, 
Descartes’ clear and distinct idea, Spinoza’s ‘substance’, Leibniz’ “monad’ as 
reflection and principle of everything, the idea as weakened and surpassed image in 
Hume’s “belief” and Kant’s Ich denke tiberhaupt, can be considered the forbearers 
[prodromi] of the identity of being and thought affirmed by transcendental 
idealism. In this discrimination of principles it is not simply the terminology, but 
rather the context and the tension of principles alone that can orient us regarding 
the meaning of the terms themselves. Thus, it is not by chance, the principle of 
idealism in its more mature forms — for example, the idea of Plato in antiquity, the 
idea of Descartes, the monad of Leibniz, the Ich denke of Kant and of the 
transcendental philosophers in modern thought — intend to present it as the 
‘principle of objectivity’ itself and to operate the surpassing of gnoseological 
subjectivism. Thus, if modern thought can be called “subjectivism’, the subjectivity 
here, has an intensive meaning and not a privative one”. 

=, FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 5: “Therefore, one should track 
and analyze century by century, even region by region, the writings of Thomists 
within and outside the Dominican Order. Only after this work, can one make a 
critical balance of the controversial questions, and make their meaning, order and 
weight clear: this research will certainly show the ‘polemical threads’ which 
polarize the work of an entire generation or more generations and that, at times, are 
transferred to the generation that follows and still further: for example, think of the 
controversy concerning the real distinction between essence and the act of being. 
Once the genesis of such threads is studied well, if one wants to have a secure 
doctrinal orientation, it is good to refer to St. Thomas himself to whom all 
Thomists want to and intend to be faithful”. 
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almost exclusively on the terminology used for the real distinction and the 
consequences of “obscuring” the notion of Thomistic esse by Scholastics, 
who gradually replaced it with existentia. For Aquinas, esse refers to an 
intrinsic, constitutive principle, “that which is most formal in a thing”, while 
for the other Scolastics, existentia tends to indicate a quasi-extrinsic 
principle which distinguishes the possible from the real. Such investigations 
allow Fabro to interpret the metaphysics of modern philosophy (Descartes, 
Leibniz, Wolff, Kant) and their conception of being in the light of what was 
inherited from Scholasticism (above all, from Suarez). 

Once the speculative principles of a philosopher are established, it is 
important to grasp the oppositions between the principles of different 
authors and the subsequent resolution of the historical impasse. Fabro 
speaks about this in dialectical terms: the critical-speculative reading of 
history mirrors the dialectical nature of the progress of our thought’. Fabro 
also speaks of a “dialectical tension” in the oppositions of Thomism, 
Scotism and Suarezism, which involve both a systematic dialectic, “linked 
to the interior development of the principle”, and a thematic dialectic, which 
“is born from the sense that the problem should have in its universality”. 
Regarding the development of these oppositions, history can provide very 
important information which, at times, helps us avoid equivocations which 
have no reason to exist. Fabro offers the example of the followers of Suarez 
who hold that the Doctor eximius is the authentic interpreter of Aquinas. 

These ideas on the importance of the investigation into the historical 
and speculative contexts are outlined in the following text, in which Fabro 
alludes to the place of Aquinas in the history of thought: 


After this first moment of verifying the origins of the formulas, principles, 
problems etc., one should seek to deepen in the internal dialectic of these in 
their historical forms, both in those that precede St. Thomas as in those that 
come after: because only in this way can one look at St. Thomas as a point of 


** See C. FABRO: NMP (1939), 236-258; NS (1941), 91-110; “Scolastica”, 
Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XI, 121-140; PC, 602-628; “Il posto di Giovanni di S. 
Tommaso nella Scuola Tomistica”, Angelicum 66 (1989), 56-90. 

> See C. FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 8-9: “No one can deny that 
our thought proceeds by contrasts and oppositions, which, on the other hand, can’t 
be posed on the level of pure privation or of absolute negation, but rather in a 
dialectical tension of ‘intentional perspectives’, that is, of the opposition of 
determinate doctrinal directions, each of which is organized due to the 
predominance that one or another principle, this or that view of being, obtains in it. 
And thus the oppositions are born and will always be born, in the life of thought’. 
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arrival, on the one hand, and, a point of departure, on the other for 
comprehension in se. There is no doubt that St. Thomas came to the definitive 
formulation of his thought by means of the overcoming of oppositions: Plato- 
Aristotle, continuing in this way the deepest aspiration of Neo-Platonism, but 
according to quite another sense and method. In fact, it is certain that the 
predicamental structure of being in St. Thomas is of strictly Aristotelian 
derivation, by means of a direct knowledge of the Aristotelian text and of the 
value of the principles of the Philosopher [...]. But it is no less certain that the 
transcendental structure of being is of evident Platonic or Neoplatonic 
derivation (Cf. De Substantiis separatis, ch. 3). Now, if there is a problem that 
should attract attention, from the point of view of the profound inspiration of a 
thought it is properly the confluence in this thought of tendencies which in 
their historical appearance are shown to be opposite and which, on the other 
hand, at a certain moment are seen, to use an expression of Hegel who has a lot 
of practice in this method, to be “reconciled”. And before Hegel, it was 
Aristotle himself [who did this], with regard to the “philosophi naturales” and 
Platonism. Thus, it makes no sense, to insist on an Aristotelian St. Thomas to 
the detriment of the Platonic [St. Thomas], nor on the Platonic to the detriment 
of the Aristotelian, since we are trying to grasp, instead, that “tertium” which is 
proper to Thomism, the third dialectical moment, that of the “conciliation” in 
an overcoming of the oppositions of the two preceding moments. But the 
meaning of this situation of Thomism cannot be had, unless in a deepening of 
the Sources and of the problematic that the Angelic Doctor has reached in 
these”. 


According to Fabro, Thomists have concentrated too much on_ the 
development of minor points within the Thomistic school instead of going 
to the heart of the problem and to the “originary principle of St. Thomas, 
which sustains and commands from within the development of this 
synthesis”>’. For Fabro, this “originary principle” concerns the doctrine of 
participation and actus essendi. 

5) The primacy of the being-question. Of the problems that can be 
investigated in accordance with the principles we have mentioned, the 
problem of being holds a preeminent place. For Fabro, problems such as the 
divergence between realism and Kantian criticism and Hegelian idealism are 
secondary to that of the problem of being*® and the difference between ens 


28; FABRO, “Per una storia del tomismo”’, 9-10. 

a, FABRO, “Per una storia del Tomismo’’, 10. 

38 See C. FABRO, G. W. F. Hegel. La dialettica, xiv-xv: “Such divergence 
[between realism and idealism] is presented as radical, incommensurable, 
infinite... only if referred to being”. 
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and esse’. At the same time, Fabro notes that: “The discourse on being has 
been brief, very brief: a few verses of Parmenides in almost two millennia of 
thought up to St. Thomas, whose speculative work, only today — after the 
radical instances that both Hegel and Heidegger present regarding being — 
reveals its authentic dimensions”””. 


These, in summary, are the principal methods and some of the 
principles at work in Fabro’s interpretation of the history of metaphysical 
thought: the historical-critical method; the critical-speculative method; the 
study of sources; the consideration of the evolution of a philosopher’s 
thought; direct contact with the work of “essential philosophers”; the 
investigation of historical contexts, speculative contexts, doctrinal 
consequences and terminological shifts; the individuation of speculative 
principles; the examination of the dialectic of the history of thought and the 
resolution of historical oppositions and impasses; and the primacy afforded 
to the being-question. We turn now to the hermeneutical keys and content of 
Fabro’s interpretation of the thought of the protagonists of history of 
metaphysics. 


2. Fabro’s interpretation of the sources of Aquinas’s thought 


In the Introduction to PC, Fabro outlines a speculative framework for 
his study on being (esse). He does this by presenting a metaphysical 
dilemma: the mystery of being is hidden and expressed in becoming and 
causality. This speculative framework of being (represented by Parmenides) 


» See C. FABRO, Tomismo e Pensiero Moderno, 95. See also La prima 
reforma della dialettica hegeliana, 242: “The path, then, has been outlined starting 
from the tension of essentia-esse as fulcrum of the dialectical procedure of thought 
and advancing in the determination of the constitutive transcendentality of ens with 
respect to the constitution of knowing (true) and freedom (good) which is the 
emergence of the spirit in its essential fulfillment. It is a return, then, ours as well, 
to the authentic, essential Jogos which was first prospected by Parmenides- 
Heraclitus and then, according to Heidegger, obscured and lost already even in the 
Socratic ‘systems’; but it is a return with the mediation of the intensive ens-esse of 
St. Thomas, since Sein by itself cannot take one step in order to move itself from its 
own empty indeterminateness”’. 

we. FABRO, “Breve incontro sull’essere”, TPM, 360. 
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and becoming (represented by Heraclitus) allows one to take a critical- 
speculative approach to classical thought: being presents itself as the 
foundation of becoming, yet becoming is the means by which being is 
present in the world and present to thought. Fabro discerns that throughout 
the history of Western philosophy, being and becoming have vied for 
domination — at times, becoming succumbs to the affirmation of being; at 
other times, being succumbs to the exaltation of becoming. Affirming that 
being is in becoming (that it becomes) only brings us back to where we 
started — to the fundamental antithesis of being and becoming. The problem 
of being (esse) and becoming (fieri), then, is not exclusive to or confined to 
ancient thought and, according to Fabro, it has been the merit of 
contemporary thought to take up the problem again’. 

Fabro notes that while the problem of the “truth of the being of 
beings” corresponds to the problem of the One (Being) and the many 
(beings), the problem of the truth of the causality may be characterized as 
“the problem of the being of becoming”. In general, Greek philosophers 
dealt with both problems in the same way: by turning to some sort of “non- 
being” characteristic of multiplicity and change. This, however, is in turn 
problematic since this “non-being” of the many is in some way, yet it is not 
in the same way as the Being that simply is ought to be. This “non-being” 
seems to belong to solely to the sensible world of appearance and not to the 
intelligible “truth of Being” to which Parmenides refers. This is because 
“non-being” as “other” and as proper to the becoming and multiplicity of 
being does not pertain to Being as such. Hence, even though it seems 
legitimate to affirm that “being becomes”, “becoming has the reality of 
being”, “multiplicity has the truth of being”, or “causality has its own truth 
of being”; this multiplicity, becoming and causality is not, analytically 
speaking, an attribute of Being itself. The Parmenidean exigency, then, is of 
considerable value in metaphysical speculation since causality and 
multiplicity appear as novelties and as “additions” to Being, such that 
becoming and causality seem to require a foundation other than in being 
itself”. 

According to Fabro, classical thought ignores the synthetic nature of 
finite being and causality while Christian thought places it as the foundation 
of its conception of the world in relation to God. In contrast, modern 
thought — which also sought a radical foundation of being — transfers the 
synthetic nature of being to the being proper to subjective consciousness: 


“| See C. FABRO, PC, 11-12. 
*” See C. FABRO, PC, 12. 


50 


CHAPTER ONE: FABRO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE HISTORY OF METAPHYSICS 


creation is interpreted as the “spontaneous creativity” of an active, 
impersonal Subject. Contemporary thought, after the failure of Hegel’s 
panentheism, definitively renounces the search for the meaning of the truth 
of being. Neo-positivism, dialectical materialism and existentialism — writes 
Fabro — are all authentic witnesses of the failure of the adventure of being in 
Western thought, yet they can, at the same time, stimulate an authentic 
“metaphysical demand” for a definitive clarification of the problem of truth 
and being. This clarification is ultimately found in “Essential Thomism’, 
which founds causality and ens on esse”. 

“Essential Thomism” satisfies both Parmenides’ demand for an 
absolutely unique Being and demand of metaphysics itself which seeks a 
foundation for the being and becoming of the many. The core of the 
Thomistic solution involves two elements: the synthetic nature of ens 
(essentia-esse) at the foundation of multiplicity and becoming, and the 
radical foundation of being on the divine “act” of creatio ex nihilo“. These 
two elements converge in the Thomistic emergence of the act of being and 
the notion of participation as a response to the demands of Parmenides’ 


8 See C. FABRO, PC, 13. See also PC, 41: “The discussion regarding the 
problem of being in ancient, medieval, modern and contemporary thought, tends 
directly towards the demand for the originality of Thomistic esse as the 
metaphysical foundation of causality: this is the meaning of the shift in the 
foundation of ens from speculation on essence to that of esse. For this reason, our 
study here, which has a fundamental character, intends, in fact, to find — and it is 
my conviction that only Thomism can offer it — the genuine notion of being which 
founds both the synthetic nature of the real (Biblical creation) and the absolute 
syllogism of the identity of being (Parmenides) as the ultimate foundation of that 
syntheticness which is the foundation and the constitutive [essence] of causality 
itself in its original moment”. 

“ See C. FABRO, PC, 14: “The reality of the many and of becoming is the 
novelty of being. Causality expresses the origin and the foundation of the novelty 
of being which has divine freedom as its unique and essential foundation. In this 
way the truth of the being of becoming and of the multiple is — and must be — 
synthetic”. Also PC, 14-15: “we are dealing with a syntheticness which is the 
foundation of the truth of being itself (of the finite), [...], which, therefore, 
precedes and founds any other type of analytical consideration of the real. It is in 
virtue of such intrinsic syntheticness of being that the duality of essence and 
existence is delineated in the development of Western thought as the resolutive 
moment in the tension between being and appearance, between the One and the 
many”. 
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speculation”. This is also the remote origin of a twofold Thomistic use of 
the notion of participation, which in turn corresponds to the division of 
Fabro’s work on participation: NMP deals with static-structural participation 
and the constitutive structure of finite being; PC deals with causal-dynamic 
participation. The historical investigations in both works evidence three 
interconnected metaphysical problems which Romera indicates in his 
introduction to Fabro’s interpretation of Parmenides and Greek thought: 
“The problem of foundation (with its demand for unity), the problem of 
truth (with its demand for immutability) and the problem of thought (with 
its demand for transcendence)”*. All three problems are present in a nascent 
form in Parmenides, who truly begins metaphysical reflection on eivat. 


2.1 Parmenides’ eivat 


In Fabro’s interpretation of Parmenides’ civat, we should keep in 
mind the following three hermeneutical keys: 1) Fabro’s work on 
Parmenides follows a critical-speculative method more than a historical- 
critical method or textual exegesis; 2) Fabro incorporates much of 
Heidegger’s interpretation of Parmenides into his own interpretation; and 3) 
the speculative principles of Parmenides’ thought are not interpreted by 
Fabro as precursors of monism. 

First, Fabro is keenly aware that his work on Parmenides is primarily 
of a dynamic-speculative nature and that it is not properly a static-historical, 
textual exegesis’’. His study of Parmenides is found primarily in the section 


S See C. FABRO, PC, 15: “The response to Parmenides’ demand is 
considered exclusively within Being — in the relevance and emergence that belongs 
to the act of being over essence: whether this be in the originary moment of 
creation or in the derived moment of the causal expansion of being itself toward the 
summit of its fulfillment. Between the two poles, that of the (unsolved) problem of 
the Unity of being of the ancient Parmenides and that of the new principle of the 
pluralism of creation, one inserts the tension of the Thomistic metaphysics of 
participation, which, in the sphere of being, is the counterweight to the tension of 
the monistic dialectic of being and non-being. If participation expresses, for St. 
Thomas, the mode of being or the truth of the being of finite beings, then 
participation should also express the descending and ascending tension of causality 
which keeps it in being and urges it on towards its proper end”. 

“61 ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 16. 

See, FABRO, PC, 75: “The reference made here to Parmenides’ thought 
has a properly speculative intention and does not intend an historical exegesis of 
his fragments”. 
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of PC entitled “The Formation of Thomistic Esse”. Thus, the principal 
horizon of Fabro’s interpretation seems to be the response that the 
Parmenidean problem will later find in Aquinas**; a secondary and 
subordinate horizon is found in the analysis of the relationship between 
Parmenides, Plato and Neo-platonism. Fabro will parallel Parmenides’ 
propositions that “being is” and “non-being is not” with Aquinas’ Esse 
Subsistens, notion of creatio ex nihilo and the metaphysics of 
participation”. Furthermore, Parmenides’ demand for an identity between 
being and thought or attribution of thought to being lies in the distinction 
between sensation and intellect — the senses grasp “what appears”, while 
thought-intellect grasps “being”: 


The commitment of the Parmenidean demand has its expression in the identity 
of being and thought which was explicitly affirmed [...]. While sensible 
perception grasps appearance and stops, therefore, at opinion, thought grasps 
between such that being is of thought and thought is of being, there is only 
thought of being and there is only being through thought””’. 


“8 Fabro even speaks of a “Thomistic parmenideanism” (See FABRO, PC, 
636). See PC, 74: “St. Thomas, when he resolves the problems of creation, the 
structure of the finite and of the analogy of being with these [notions of dv, év, 
vodc, &ANPeLa], is theoretically closer to Parmenides than to Plato’s and Aristotle’s 
complicated systems of ens, even if he makes abundant use of these systems and 
quasi ignores Parmenides”’. 

bas Ge FABRO, PC, 99-100: “The theoretical instance of Parmenides has had a 
strange destiny: that of having found a clear response and structure in Christian 
thought alone — only in Thomistic thought does it have a rigorous form: the poor 
[squallido] ‘being is’ of Parmenides was preceded by the Biblical: ‘I Am Who Am’ 
(Ex. 3:14) and has been followed by the Patristic-Thomistic determination of God 
as esse subsistens. And the biblical creation of the world, of all material and 
spiritual beings, from nothing corresponds to Parmenides’ ‘non-being-is-not’: the 
clarification of the situation of radical indigence (and dependence) is satisfied by 
the Thomistic distinction of essence and esse and, in general, by the Thomistic 
metaphysics of participation which sustains it”. 

eC, FABRO, PC, 100. This conclusion is reiterated in another text which 
holds that the Parmenidean attribution of thought to being should not be confused 
with Berkeley’s “esse est percipi’: see C. FABRO, “Notes pour la fondation 
métaphysique de l’étre’, TPM, 304-305: “Les deux expressions — celle de 
Parménides: t0 yap wttd vociv éoti te Kat civat, et celle de Berkeley : esse est 
percipi — ne sont égales qu’en apparence, car Parménide dans les deux fragments 
(UI et VII, 34) fait passer la pensée avant |’étre, tandis que Berkeley pose d’abord 
Vesse : non que chez le premier la pensée prévale sur I’étre et chez le second a 
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In a posthumous text, Fabro likens the Parmenidean connection between 
being and thought to St. Thomas’s principle that the primum cognitum of the 
intellect is ens. He writes: “Thus, one can recognize that the Thomistic 
positive [statement]: ‘Z/lud quod primo intellectus intelligit... est ens’ 
corresponds to the Parmenidean principle ‘without being, in which it is 
expressed, you do not find thought’”?’. The solution to the problem of 
structure of finite being and the relation between the One and the many 
ultimately lies in the notion of the act of being and participation””. 

As for the second key, Fabro incorporates much of Heidegger’s 
interpretation of the history of thought into his exposition of Parmenides and 
classical thought. While he rejects Heidegger’s reduction of Parmenides’ 
notion of etvat to “presence of the present” (Anwesenheit des Anwesenden) 
and has reservations regarding some of Heidegger’s slightly ambiguous 
etymological conclusions and studies, he agrees with him that metaphysical 
thought demands a theoretical return to Parmenides’ principles. To the 
degree that Plato and Aristotle shift metaphysical attention away from 
Parmenidean civat and towards the Ideas and ovoia, they are considered by 
Fabro as part of what Heidegger has denounced as the “forgetfulness of 
being”. According to Heidegger, this forgetfulness begins shortly after 
Parmenides and can be traced all the way up to the atheistic nihilism of 
Nietzsche. Fabro adds, though, that this forgetting of being does not apply to 
St. Thomas — in fact, it is Aquinas who returns to Parmenides in the 
foundation of Pure Act and the principle of separated perfection”>. In spite 
of this, Fabro recognizes that Heidegger does have the merit of drawing 
attention to the being of being (Sein des Seiendes) as foundation of truth and 


linverse |’ étre sur la pensée; mais, tout au contraire, Parménide renvoie la pensée a 
l’étre, tandis que Berkeley montre |’étre dans la pensée. La pensée moderne a donc 
renversé l’axe de la pensée classique originaire: le principe moderne énonce 
quelque chose sur |’étre dans le sens d’ objectivité, pour un représenter efficace; la 
formule grecque donne la pensée comme un accueillir accueillant (tel est le sens du 
Aoyoc, A€yetv d’Héraclite) 4 1 étre entendu comme présence. C’est pourquoi, 
conclut énergiquement Heidegger, tout interprétation de l’énoncé grec qui se meut 
dans l’orbite de la pensée moderne, est d’avance erronée. Mais Parménide méme, 
en attribuant au penser |’étre, par opposition 4 la 56% du sentir, c’est-a-dire en 
opposant les vonté aux alodnta a introduit l’opposition du sensible et de 
Vintelligible, et provoqué les interprétations postérieures et avec elles la perte de 
Vétre”. 

>! C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 232 

*? See C. FABRO, PC, 13. 

** See C. FABRO, PC, 76. 
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to the meaning of truth as un-veiling, offering reflections on the solidarity of 
being and thought, and denouncing the forgetfulness of being (civa) in the 
philosophers that follow Parmenides. 

Fabro’s critique of Heidegger’s interpretation can be summarized as 
follows: Heidegger’s conclusions from his philological investigations are at 
times ambiguous and perplexing. For example, Fabro faults him for making 
a general accusation that all philosophers — with the exception of 
Parmenides and Heraclitus — have reduced Adyog to a logical meaning”. 
Fabro faults Heidegger for projecting later thought (German idealism) on 
Parmenides and Heraclitus and trying to interpret the history of philosophy 
in a backwards fashion’. In Parmenides’ poem, Heidegger considers the 
opposition of being and non-being and seems to overlook the fact that there 
are “three ways’, one of which is the way of opinion and the many. Thus, 
Parmenides’ dialectic of being and non-being has a physical projection in 
the pairs of contraries, while Heidegger reduces this dialectic into the 
duplicity of being (Sein) and being (Seiende). In Heidegger’s interpretation, 
being is reduced to presence of the present” and his “new way” involves 
making a “presence” possible while forgetting about the problem of the 
structure of being and truth?”. 


** See C. FABRO, PC, 86-87. 

> See C. FABRO, PC, 101-102 and PC, 87: “There is no need, however, to 
interpret the history of philosophy backwards, applying to ancient thought the 
perspectives of a more evolved thought which came afterwards, rather, one should 
penetrate and ‘repeat’ the originary situation of the ‘individual thoughts’; one 
cannot, in fact, expound the position of being in Parmenides, Heraclitus, 
Empedocles... without mentioning the explicit content they attribute to the same 
being in the sphere of reality, and stopping at the formal opposition of being and 
non-being. Such opposition is certainly fundamental, but cannot be either the 
primary opposition or the only one”. 

°° See C. FABRO, PC, 102: “Heidegger’s interpretation of Parmenides’ being 
as mere ‘presence’ is full of a modern problematic completely unknown to 
Parmenides and is, at the same time, lacking that metaphysical demand of the 
absolute foundation of the truth of the finite (as apparent multiplicity) which poses 
instead Parmenides’ problem and that will have its satisfaction only with the 
Christian metaphysics of creation. But this arduous path should meet up with the 
Aristotelian doctrine of causality and assume — almost overturn — the Platonic 
dialectic of participation”. 

°’ See C. FABRO, PC, 92: “Such was in fact the way followed by the 
Sophists. In substance, I think that such is also the new way taken by Heidegger 
according to whom the truth of being, being of being, is only given by the “making 


ae) 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


A third key involves Fabro’s allusions to the “principle of 
Parmenides””’. This refers primarily to the demand for the absolute unity 
and uniqueness of Being itself and to the inherent correspondence between 
being, thought and truth. In Fabro’s interpretation, these principles are not 
monistic principles, but rather principles that form part of true metaphysical 
thought. He elaborated on this in a debate held in 1972 on the problem of 
foundation: 


I have taken Heidegger’s work as a model and stimulus. I am convinced that 
such critical work is today exemplary and I would say obligatory. Heidegger’s 
merit lies in drawing attention to the Eleatic principle and I would say, without 
much reticence, to the principle of Parmenides. But the principle of Parmenides 
can be understood in many ways. [...] The Parmenides to which Heidegger 
refers is surely not the historical Parmenides who lived in a certain intentional, 
cultural environment, [...], but it is the Parmenides that represents the first 
awakening of pure thought. [...] Taking up again the theme of the return to 
Parmenides, it is necessary to stress how, from a theoretical point of view, this 
implies the relevance of being [essere] over being [essente], of being [essere] 
over being [ente], of act over the multiple and diverse. [...] The affirmation of 
the principle of being of Parmenides, [...], implies that “without being there is 
no thought”; furthermore “thought and being are the same thing”. 


In PC, the “principle of Parmenides” is said to refer to the theoretical 
density of the affirmation that “being is and non-being is not”: 


The problem of the One and the many is constitutive of every philosophy 
insofar as it is a reflection on the immediate and immediateness is always a 
multiplicity of data, objects, of phenomenal presentations...: the task of 


present of the present”. In this way [...] there is no longer any “problem of 
structure” of being and of truth, but rather there is only the task of making a 
“presence” possible. The dialectic of being and non-being which in Parmenides and 
Heraclitus had its immediate physical projection in the pair of contraries, is 
reduced in Heidegger to the duplicity of “being” [essere] and “being” [essente] or 
rather of “being present” and of “that which is present” according to the definitive 
formula “that being is never shown without essente, that an essente never is 
without essere”. 

*8 For example, PC, 100: as the identity of being and thought; PC, 227-228: 
as the indivisibility and unity of esse in beings; PC, 563: “being is, non-being is 
not”. 

sae FABRO, “Allocuzioni introduttive al dibattito”, Sapienza 26 (1973), 
357-358. 
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philosophical reflection is the determination of the truth of being of such data 
and many objects, and it is that which expresses — as we have seen — the 
principle of Parmenides that ‘being is and non-being is not’. Parmenides did 
not ignore multiplicity which is given in experience, in appearance, but he 
denied it the ‘truth of being’, which is the object of reason”. 


Fabro holds that Greek thought was incapable of seeking an ulterior 
foundation for nature, matter and the esse of beings”. For this reason, Fabro 
disagrees with those authors who reduce Parmenides to a precursor of 
monism™ or hold that Parmenides completely leaves aside the problem of 
multiplicity™. Fabro’s more benign interpretation of Parmenides takes into 
consideration the “three ways” of Parmenides and maintains that there is not 
a complete negation of multiplicity, but rather that there is a lack of an 
ulterior investigation into the “relationship” between Being as One and the 
being of the many. Thus, with regard to the problem of foundation in 
Parmenides, Fabro holds two theses: on the one hand, Parmenidean 
metaphysical reflection is, on a speculative level, an attempt at a radical, 
resolution-reduction to foundation; on the other, Parmenides does not and 
cannot raise the problem of the foundation of ens or the problem of 
participation and the relation between the One and many”. In Parmenides, 


*° C. FABRO, PC, 563. 

®' See C. FABRO, PC, 22-23: “The general theme of the fundamental 
ontology of Heidegger: ‘why is there something rather than nothing?’ is a question 
that is completely unknown to Greek philosophy, which always sought after being, 
after nature, after something which is... and cannot conceive of the possibility that 
nothing is ‘more ancient’ than ‘something’. [...] The nothing of Greek thought 
with Parmenides follows being, and this is called non-being (ur civat) as that 
which is not, nor can be, since only being is: and this is clear, yet this clarity is 
immediately deserted in Greek thought itself, beginning with the followers of 
Parmenides”’. 

© See C. FABRO, PC, 100: Hegel and others “have made Parmenides the 
precursor of the unity of substance (Spinoza) and of the principle of the absolute 
transcendental Subject: but this is a gratuitous illation, since these “metaphysics of 
unity’ have their precursor in Plato and above all in Neo-Platonism’’. 

°° See C. FABRO, PC, 14 and 88-89. Multiplicity, as Fabro points out, is dealt 
with in Parmenides’ third way of opinion. Parmenides’ “way of truth” is concerned 
with the truth of being and does not investigate the relation between the One and 
the many or the foundation of the esse of ens. Parmenides, Fabro affirms, 
renounces the truth of becoming and the many, leaving causality outside of Being. 

* C. FABRO, PC, 102: “Hegel and [...] St. Thomas have identified pure 
Being with God, offering satisfaction to the question of the ‘foundation’ of ens 
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then, we are dealing with a reduction to foundation which, at the same time, 
is incapable of questioning the foundation itself. 

With these three hermeneutical keys in mind, we now turn our 
attention to the content of Fabro’s interpretation of Parmenides’ civat. I 
begin by noting that Fabro situates Parmenides within the context of the 
birth of metaphysics, namely, Parmenides’ role in the formulation of the 
problem of the one and the many and the consideration of being (ctvat) and 
nature (vous). Parmenides, Fabro writes, “conceives the Absolute as Being 
when he says: ‘only Being is and Nothing is not’. And this is considered as 
the true beginning of philosophy”®. 

A fundamental problem for any metaphysician is that the world 
presents itself to man both as one and many. Fabro writes that there is a 
Adyog which corresponds to the One and a Adyog of the many: “To seek what 
being is means aspiring to determine the meaning of each of these ‘logo?’ 
and their relationship: ‘world’ (kdop0¢) in the classical sense is the order of 
this relation”®°. Thus, the two logoi are distinct, but not separate; they 
emerge together, yet their semantics present a problem. On the one hand, 
being (esse; etvat) is the esse of ens in a world of many entia; on the other, 
ens “is” and has being only in virtue of esse. In other words, “only in the 
multiple (entia) is there One (esse), [and] only by means of the One are 
there many”®’. The fundamental problem of the One and the many, then, is 
configured in Parmenides as the metaphysical problem of Being and beings. 
The problem of being arises in the ambiguity of their relationship: 


In the real world it seems that everything changes, but this is not so: beings 
change, but being does not change; [...]. Therefore, if, on the one hand, beings 
(entia, tz dvtw) change, on the other, the A6yo¢ tod évtoc remains: this is the 
birth of metaphysics, the search for the relationship of beings to being and of 
being to beings. Beings are nothing without esse: and esse — what is it without 
beings? In the different responses to this question we find the difference 
between classical metaphysics and the philosophy of immanence in general, 
with respect to Christian philosophy which affirms the absolute transcendence 
of God. The path, though, has been arduous, and one can say that only the 
Thomistic conception of esse has satisfied it from within the originary demand 


which is being itself: but for Parmenides, the question of the foundation of ens 
cannot be brought up, insofar as he presupposes the problem of the ‘many’, which 
is relegated to the world of sensible knowledge and opinion”’. 

eC FABRO, “Per un tomismo essenziale”, TPM 13. 

°° C. FABRO, PC, 71. 

°” C. FABRO, PC, 71-72. 
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of being itself: for our study, we are interested in the intimate dialectic of esse 
as such and its semantic plexus in the progressive articulation of the 
development in the manifestation of being itself®. 


For Parmenides, being pertains to truth and this reveals a two-fold 
solidarity: between the One and being and between being and truth. In 
Parmenides, truth (&A1@evw) is attributed to the One (v) and to being (év), 
while non-truth and appearance are linked to the many (ta ToOAAG): 
knowledge implies seeing the One in the many. The world — the totality of 
the many — is nature (Uotc) which is the way of the being of ens; but 
nature, according to the saying of Heraclitus, loves to hide itself”, 
Knowledge, then, consists in manifesting what is hidden, in making 
manifest what is occult. Being is the proper mode of truth and truth is the 
unveiling of being which is manifested in its unity. Of multiplicity and of 
the “other” it should be said that each of them “seems” (6oket) to be, but is 
not. Thus, even within this first stage of the metaphysical problem, there is a 
rigorous correspondence between two groups in Parmenides’ thought: 1) €v 
- Ov - bANOeLa; 2) TOAAK - UN dV - 56x. Fabro concludes: “Reality, as the 
whole in which the “truth of being” is made manifest to man, is ovotc. 
Looking at votc and investigating being and the One was the great decisive 
step that Parmenides took for all in Western speculation: in fact, it is by 
means of the affirmation of 6v that the reality of dUotc is brought from its 
hiddenness”””. 

For Parmenides, votc (intellect, understanding or thought) also 
corresponds to being and truth. This sheds light on why an ulterior 
foundation for being (6v - civat) is not sought: “what is relevant in 
Parmenides is 6v with which etvat coincides’; what is relevant is “the 
apprehension of truth as ‘presence’ of intelligible reality and not an ulterior 
foundation which transcends this same reality in the ultimate actuality of 
etva per se”’'. This ulterior foundation is found only in Christian thought 
on creation. This, however, does not take away Parmenides’ merit for 
having seen the object of truth in 6v. Fabro continues: 


°C. FABRO, PC, 72. 
°° See C. FABRO, PC, 72. 
7 C. FABRO, PC, 73. 
7! C. FABRO, PC, 73. 
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By means of votc, the complexity of the real is configured with its making 
itself present in the actuality of 6v. In the continual process of “presenting 
itself’ which constitutes 6v, the ToAAa is led to the unity of the real, to €v. It is 
this demand of the unity of being or of the essential correspondence between 
év, €v, vodc, and &AnOeva that presents the fundamental metaphysical demand 
then as now. This demand, as we will see, is weakened in the great Socratic 
systems of Plato and Aristotle, but is taken up by the Platonic systems and 
finds its most mature problematic, with respect to the instances of classical 
thought, in the Thomistic metaphysics of participation”. 


Fabro’s affirmations are complemented by his interpretive analysis of 
three of Parmenides’ principal fragments on eivat. The texts allow Fabro to 
determine the “nature” of Parmenides’ civat and sketch the relationship 
between being (etvat) and thought: 


1. Fr. 28 B 4, 7: “Look with the intellect (véwt) at what is absent (&me6vt«) as 
something that is continually present (napeédvta PeBatwe), since the intellect 
cannot separate being (6v) from its connection with being neither as such, nor 
in general completely destroy it according to the order (kat& kdéopov) nor 
gather it”. 

2. Fr. 28 B 6, 21-22: “It is necessary to say and think that being (tO €6v) is: 
since being is, while nothing is not’. 

3. Fr. 28 B 3, 22: “In fact, to think and to be are the same”. 


In the first fragment, truth is seen to consist in “the presence of 6v that 
the intellect fashions by making what is absent co-present in the actual 
present according to a unity of presence; this is because the intellect has to 
apprehend the unity of év, unlike 66& which turns toward the 6vta of the 
multiplicity that appears”, Unlike the Platonic solution, Parmenides’ 
solution holds that “there are not, therefore, two different worlds — that of 
vod<¢ and of 56% — but two ways of looking at the same world”. What is 
absent presents itself to the intellect as that which is continually present (and 
not as a transcendent God outside the world). Fabro describes this 
Parmenidean process of grasping what is absent in the present as follows: 


Just as separating the One is derived from the truth of belonging, so also 
contemplating the One in that which is separated is to raise oneself from 
appearance to truth according to a type of co-intuition of that which is absent in 


® C. FABRO, PC, 73-74. 
73 C. FABRO, PC, 74. 
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that which is present. In this presence of what is absent in the present, one 
finds, for the first time, the nucleus of that procedure which, from Plato 
onward, will be called “Dialectic”: the other, as the other of the one, is made 
co-present in the One”. 


In the second fragment, Fabro highlights the fact that while the phrase 
“ens est’ is the simplest formula in human language and seems like an 
empty tautology, Parmenides takes it to be the one, unique formula of truth. 
The fragment is founded on and refers to two fragments which precede it: fr. 
B 4, 3: “one (the first way) says that [being] is and that it cannot not be”; 
and fr. B 4, 5: “the other (way) says that (non-being) is not and that it is 
necessary that it is not”. Based on these texts, Fabro makes three 
conclusions about Parmenidean eivat: 

First, the problem of esse principally takes on meaning due to the real 
structure of ens and not to the “copula”. Before being the functional 
“copula” in a judgment, esse is the constitutive act of ens. The former is 
founded on the latter and not vice versa. However, the question remains: 
“what, then, does ens (tO €6v) mean in Parmenides’ thought?’ Fabro 
answers: “Here, the singular neutral participle does not have the meaning of 
collective plural, nor does it indicate a something (tL), but rather it indicates 
the conviction or state of the real: it is “‘being-being’ (Seiende-sein), being in 
act of the real, it indicates being (ente) insofar as it is, it stands for the being 
of being (essente)””>. 

Fabro’s second conclusion is that esse is not dealt with by Parmenides 
as a universal concept, but rather as the state or condition of reality; “hence, 
that which is absent is taken as present by the intellect in a totality and in 
this totality is founded as being”’”®. This totality or whole does not indicate 
the complex of 6vta, but is a totality of forces, of modes of being, of 
situations in which as realities, and not as objects, the absent is made present 
as one is co-present in the other. “Thus, one is dealing with the expansion of 
being in beings and not with a classification of beings in the ‘concept’ of 
being””’. 

The third conclusion is that Parmenides’ being is not to be identified 
with God. Parmenides’ being is the state of the real, is distinguished from 
non-being and indicates the “way of truth”. The way of non-truth and non- 


™ C_ FABRO, PC, 74. 
°C. FABRO, PC, 76. 
7° C. FABRO, PC, 76. 
77 C, FABRO, PC, 77. 
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being is impossible to man, while the “way of the many” is the path of 
ordinary men. This third way of 66%, as Fabro points out, is an intermediary 
between truth and error’’. Parmenides, though, is primarily concerned with 
the way of truth which proclaims the absolute unity of being. This way 
describes being as not-generated and incorruptible, whole, without parts, 
indestructible and without end; it neither was, nor will be, since it is now the 
entire whole (cf. 28 B 8, 3). These fundamental characteristics of 
Parmenides’ being “cannot directly indicate God and his distinction from 
creatures, since there is a complete lack of reference to ontological 
foundation, or rather, to the causality of the One with respect to the many: 
he only deals with the problem of truth””? and not with the problem of 60&q. 
The third fragment is decisive for the determination of the meaning of 
being and corresponds to part of the second text: “It is necessary to say and 
think that being (to é6v) is” (Fr. 28, B 6, 21). “To think” is taken as “to 
know” in the sense of “grasp, look, take”... insofar as in voetv one adds to 
perception the interior apprehension of the perceived object. Being is made 
present by knowing and knowing is an actuation of the truth of being. It is in 
this sense that “one can say that knowing and being are the same thing: if 
one shatters being (into the toAAw), one shatters the act of knowing (into 
6d&«) and if one shatters knowing, being is shattered and truth is dissolves 
into multiple and various and opinions”*”. Thus, Heidegger rightly observes 
that the Parmenides’ identification of being and thought should not to be 
confused with the principle of subjective immanence as proclaimed by 
modern philosophy (Berkeley and his esse est percipi) which, with Hegel, 
interprets the being (of Parmenides) as a product of thought. Parmenides 
thought is unlike modern thought which reduces being to objectivity and a 


ie OF FABRO, PC, 77: “Yet Parmenidean being is not God and is not 
presented as such; because it is ‘objectified’ yes, in order to distinguish it from 
non-being, but in an incomparable way or rather without ever becoming ‘object’. It 
indicates the ‘way’ of truth, unlike the way of being according to which not-is [is] 
and non-being should be, a way which is completely impossible since no one can 
express or comprehend the being of non-being. In ordinary life, men are placed on 
this side of both being and non-being since they deal with the being of the many, as 
separated one from the other, and this is the ‘third way’ which is attributed to 6d&a 
as an intermediary between truth and error”. 

” C. FABRO, PC, 77. 

*° C. FABRO, PC, 79. 
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function of subjectivity and unlike Platonic thought which replaces 6v with 
the ideas, thus placing being outside the sensible world*’. 


ok ok ok 


Speculating on the whole of Parmenides’ work, Fabro concludes that 
Parmenidean being is not reducible to the logical being of the copula, to a 
universal concept, to the totality of beings, to God, to nature or to any 
particular being *. Parmenides’ being is the “simply actuality that affirms 
itself and thus does not admit ulterior developments”. Fabro continues: 
“Parmenides’ being is a se and does not directly re-enter into the divisions 
of being that later on will be made by the Socratic systems in which the 
assumption of the “form” as ctéoc and ovoia in the fundamental meaning of 
being leaves esse as primum metaphysicum in the shadows”. Thus, “it would 
be a gross error then to see in Parmenides’ being the logical being of the 
judgment or being as form of the predicative function since this — according 
to Aristotle as well — is the secondary and purely functional determination 
of real being which depends, for its consistency, on the nature of the terms 
that it unites”®’, Parmenidean being, then, can be said to be an embracing 
Whole, and not a whole that is embraced™. It is one, indivisible, 
ungenerated and beyond all distinction: for thought, it expresses the 
“presence of the Whole” and the unity of the Whole. “Behind, before, on 
this side... of this Whole — which is the being that is identical to thought — 
multiplicity is presented to 6d in its contrasts of becoming and passing 
away, of division and separation and of the other contrarieties of the real: 
the Parmenidean dialectic is fulfilled in the reduction to Being which is One 
without many, Whole without parts”®>. 

Fabro, we conclude, is very benign in his interpretation of Parmenides 
and, in light of Heidegger’s reflections, offers an interesting perspective on 
Parmenides’ obscure poem. Fabro’s benignity seems to stem from two 
factors: the first is his attempt to engage contemporary thought (Hegel and 
Heidegger), enter into dialogue with it and offer a convincing solution to its 


*' See C. FABRO, PC, 79. 

sal OF FABRO, PC, 102: “Asking then, what content Parmenides makes 
correspond to being in reality, whether it was God, heaven, nature...: it was 
probably no being in particular precisely because it was Being without predicates”. 

“°C. FABRO, PC, 101. 

* See C. FABRO, PC, 102. 

* See C. FABRO, PC, 114. 
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characteristic problems (especially, that of foundation). The second is more 
speculative, and lies in his fascination with the affinity between Parmenides’ 
absolute affirmation of «tva. and Thomistic “intensive esse”. These factors 
— dialogue with the contemporary thought of Hegel and Heidegger on a 
speculative level and the speculative instance of Parmenides’ thought itself 
— are reflected in the following text: 


In the destiny of Western thought, the demand of Parmenides — that of 
bringing knowledge to being and the truth of ens to its foundation — has been 
take up three times: the resolutive meaning that the work of Heidegger has in 
our time, recalls, by importance, that of Hegel and that of St. Thomas in the 
Christian middle ages, which Heidegger seems to ignore or, at least, 
misunderstand®. 


This benignity, however, is not extended in the same way to Plato and 
Aristotle who are accused by Fabro and Heidegger of the forgetfulness of 
(Parmenidean) being and its demands. 


2.2 Platonic being and the dialectic of participation 


Fabro’s interpretation of Plato is found primarily in his two main 
works on _ participation: in NMP he considers Plato’s notion of 
partici ation’’; in PC he looks at the Platonic theory of being and non- 
being®®. Some of Fabro’s other works and articles touch briefly on the 


ial Os FABRO, “Per la determinazione dell’essere tomistico”, TPM, 269. 

*” See C. FABRO, NMP, 49-57. 

*8 Fabro divides his exposition in PC on the metaphysical relevance of 
Platonic being into five parts: 1) The meaning of being in the theory of the Ideas 
(PC 102-109); 2) The role of non-being in the Sophist (PC 109-114); 3) The 
problem of the one and the many in the Parmenides (PC 115-119); 4) Causality 
and the Idea of the Good (PC 119-124); 5) St. Thomas on Plato (PC 124-131). 
Fabro’s interpretation of Plato has been dealt with by M. PANGALLO in L’essere 
come atto..., 21-22 and 96-102; L. ROMERA in Pensar el ser, 24-33; G. 
GIACOMETTI in “Cornelio Fabro interprete di platone” (1998); A. CRESCINI in “Il 
tomismo di Cornelio Fabro e il rifiuto del pensiero moderno”, Giornale di 
Metafisica 21 (1997), 486-488; and G. D’ ACUNTO, “Fabro interprete della dottrina 
platonica di partecipazione’, in Tomismo esistenziale: Fabro, Gilson, Maritain, IF 
Press, Morolo 2011, 7-22. 
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Platonic notion of participation®’. Before looking at the content of Fabro’s 
interpretation, we should keep in mind five hermeneutical keys: 

First, Fabro’s interpretation was developed and published in large part 
before the advent of the work of H. J. Krimer, K. Gaiser and G. Reale on 
Plato’s “Unwritten Doctrines” (School of Tiibingen-Milan). Fabro’s 
principal points of reference for his historical-critical reading of Plato are P. 
Natorp’s Platos Ideenlehre (1921); P. Friedlander’s Die Platonischen 
Schriften (1930); C. Ritter’s Die Kerngedanken der _ platonischen 
Philosophie (1931); E. Hoffmann’s Platon, (1950); and Ross’s Plato’s 
Theory of Ideas (1951). These works pertain to what has been labeled “the 
traditional paradigm”. The most notable consequence of this is that Fabro 
does not distinguish clearly between the Principles (the One and the 
Indefinite-Infinite Dyad), the meta-ideas, the ideal numbers, the ideas, 
mathematical entities and sensible reality. Simplifying things somewhat, 
Fabro’s investigation of metaphysical themes in Plato’s Sophist and 
Parmenides (in PC) concerns the level of the meta-ideas. 

Second, Fabro’s work also predates the work of L. Brisson, F. 
Ferrari”!, and F. Fronterotta on Platonic causality. For his part, Fabro 


° See C. FABRO, “The intensive hermeneutics ...”, 454-457. 

°° See M.-D. RICHARD, L’enseignement oral de Platon. Une nouvelle 
interprétation du Platonisme, Editions du cerf, Paris 1986; G. REALE, I tre 
paradigmi storici nell’interpretazione di Platone e i fondamenti del nuovo 
paradigma, Istituto Suor Orsola Benincasa, Napoli 1991; A. AGUILAR, “L’ enigma 
delle ‘dottrine non scritte’. Aristotele e la tradizione indiretta’, Alpha Omega 2 
(1999), 291-318. 

*! See F. FERRARI, “Teoria delle idee e ontologia’, in M. Vegetti (ed.), 
Platone, La Repubblica, vol. IV, Bibliopolis, Napoli 2000, pp. 365-91; “La 
causalita del bene nella Repubblica di Platone”, Elenchos (2001), 5-37; “Modelli di 
causalita: lidea del bene nella Repubblica di Platone e nella testimonianza 
aristotelica”, in M. Migliori (ed.), Gigantomachia. Convergenze e divergenze tra 
Platone e Aristotele, Morcelliana, Brescia 2002, pp. 273-315; “Statuto ontologico e 
forma di causalita: l'idea del Bene nella Repubblica’, in G. Reale - S. Scolnicov 
(eds.), New Images of Plato. Dialogues on the Idea of the Good, Academia Verlag, 
Sankt Augustin 2002, pp. 265-82; “L'idea del Bene: collocazione ontologica e 
funzione causale”’, in M. Vegetti (ed.), Platone, Repubblica, vol. 5, Bibliopolis, 
Napoli 2003, pp. 289-325; “Causa paradigmatica e causa efficiente: il ruolo delle 
idee nel Timeo”, in C. Natali - S. Maso (eds.), Plato Physicus. Cosmologia e 
antropologia nel Timeo, Hakkert, Amsterdam 2003, pp. 83-96; “Separazione 
asimmetrica e causalita eidetica nel Timeo”, in L.M. Napolitano Valditara (ed.), La 
sapienza di Timeo. Riflessioni in margine al 'Timeo' di Platone, Vita e Pensiero, 
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considers: first, the causality of the Idea of the Good as giving essence and 
being to things rather than to the other ideas; second, the causality of the 
soul as principle of movement and the dynamic mediator between the ideas 
and the world; and, third, the Demiurge as that which contemplates the 
world of idea and forms the soul and places it in bodies, and as the principle 
of the generation of things. Fabro does not focus on the distinction between 
the causal relationship between the Idea of the Good and the other ideas and 
the participative-exemplary relationship between the ideas and the world. 
He seems to hold that the Demiurge is separated from the world of ideas and 
does not ask whether or not the Demiurge is identical to the world of ideas. 
Third, on a critical-speculative level, Fabro’s interpretation of Plato’s 
metaphysics and notion of eivat is strongly influenced by Heidegger’s 
accusation of the forgetfulness of being in post-Parmenidean thought and 
position of a “formalistic turn” in Plato and Aristotle. Fabro is in substantial 
agreement with Heidegger on these point and sees a radical reduction of the 
problem of etvat to the problem of being as form and idea both in Plato’s 
system of Ideas and Aristotle’s metaphysics of otcta””. Fabro argues that 
the relevance of civat in both Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought lies in its 
logical meaning as a copula in a judgment rather than in its real meaning as 


the act of 6v™. 


Milano 2007, pp. 147-72; “La chora nel Timeo di Platone. Riflessioni su ‘materia’ 
e ‘spazio’ nell'ontologia del mondo fenomenico”, Quaestio, 7, 2007, 3-23; 
“Dinamismo causale e separazione asimmetrica in Platone”’, in F. Fronterotta (ed.), 
La scienza e le cause. A partire dalla Metafisica di Aristotele, Bibliopolis, Napoli 
2010, pp. 33-72. 

”” See C. FABRO, PC, 93: “It is with Parmenides and Heraclitus, according 
the most recent historical investigations, that the problem of the truth of being has 
had its essential formula, with respect to which the Socratic ‘systems’ of Plato and 
Aristotle represent by now a turning or closing because in these systems being 
loses its principality to ‘form’ (separate or immanent) which supplants it: thus, 
‘being’ is equivalent to “being form” and to ‘having a form’. Being, then, is 
absorbed by its ‘determinations’ and it is the ‘limit’ proper to the form with its 
determination that in these systems expresses privation and becomes the attribute 
of matter and of chaos. It is inevitable that, in this context, the problem of causality 
is resolved and dissolved in a problem of formal structure and subordination: but, 
since the form is only a determinant principle of the real, causality stops at the 
formal sphere and cannot embrace the whole and the depth of being”. 

°3 See C. FABRO, PC, 106: “{Plato and Aristotle] have forgotten that 
synthesis and analysis presuppose a more originary situation and givenness of evvat 
in on such that as ovot« is not given really but a one 6v, this dv in its turn is not 
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Fourth, the horizon of Fabro’s interpretation is multi-faceted: Plato’s 
theories on the Ideas, being, participation and dialectic are considered in 
relation to several different authors, such as Parmenides, Aristotle, Neo- 
Platonists and Aquinas. Fabro is not interested in establishing Plato’s 
“system of metaphysics””*, but rather in investigating the Platonic solution 
to the Parmenidean problem of being, the evolution of Platonic thought in 
Neo-Platonism and Aristotle’s critique of the Platonic notion of 
participation. Fabro is attentive to the Platonic instances of St. Thomas’s 
metaphysics, but recognizes that St. Thomas’s direct knowledge of Plato 
was most likely limited to the Timaeus”>. 

Fifth, Fabro’s main interest concerns Plato’s introduction of the notion 
of participation into metaphysics and the nature of Plato’s “dialectic of 
participation”. Fabro recognizes that participation is found in a nascent form 
in Plato and that its meaning is principally that of imitation and similitude, 
and not one of causal dependence or composition. When Fabro speaks about 
the Platonic “dialectic of participation” he is referring primarily to the 
speculative demands proper to the hierarchy of degrees of perfection and to 


present but thanks to etvat, which, being the ultimate foundation of the real, cannot 
be reduced to a mere logical function, but should be the real act and the act that is 
above all act”. 

* For a more systematic approach to Plato’s metaphysics, see H. KRAMER, 
Platone e i fondamenti della metafisica. Saggio sulla teoria dei principi e sulle 
dottrine non scritte di Platone con una raccolta dei documenti fondamentali in 
edizione bilingue e bibliografia, introduzione e traduzione di Giovanni Reale, Vita 
e Pensiero, Milano 2001; G. REALE, Per una nuova interpretazione di Platone. 
Rilettura della metafisica dei grandi dialoghi alla luce delle “Dottrine non 
scritte”, Vita e Pensiero, Milano 2003; F. PASCUAL, “Un primo approccio alla 
“metafisica’ di Platone”, Alpha Omega 9 (2006), 387-318. 

°° Fabro laments the fact that St. Thomas’s passed away before commenting 
on the work. Not all are in agreement with Fabro’s position on the relationship 
between St. Thomas and Plato: see R. HENLE on Fabro’s interpretation of Plato in 
“A note on certain textual evidence in Fabro’s La Nozione Metafisica di 
Partecipazione”’, The Modern Schoolman, 34 (1957), 1957, 281: “We are thus 
forced to the final verdict that the texts advanced by Fabro in pages 57 to 62 of 
NMP (1950), when properly read within the appropriate Thomistic context, do not 
support his thesis: (1) that thesis is, in St. Thomas, an attitude of increasing 
benevolence toward Plato, (2) that St. Thomas more and more assimilated Platonic 
metaphysics, formally as such, into his own system”. 
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each pole of the dialectic in the problem of the One and the many, of Being 
and beings”. 

My exposition of the content of Fabro’s interpretation is divided into 
four sections: Section One (2.2.1) considers Plato’s notion of participation; 
Section Two (2.2.2) looks at Being as Idea in Plato; Section Three (2.2.3) 
considers the relationship between being and non-being in Plato’s Sophist; 
Section Four (2.2.4) looks at the problem of the One and the many in Plato’s 
Parmenides. 


2.2.1 Plato’s notion of participation 


In NMP, Fabro considers Plato’s notion of participation as one of the 
“primary sources” of Aquinas’ notion of participation. Fabro begins by 
noting that there are many terms in Plato’s writings which express the 
notion “to participate”’: 


“To participate”, in Plato’s Greek, is often expressed by petéyetv and 
Ko.vwvetv. But these terms are not the only ones: besides these, there often 
figure as well: petoAnuBaverv (Parm., 131a), ovveivar (Phaed., 83a), 
mapetvar (Phaed., 100d), tapaytyveobar (Gorg., 506d), peteivar (Rep., 
402c)””. 


For Fabro, two perspectives should be kept in mind when approaching 
Plato’s notion of participation. First, Plato’s notion of “participation” is 
deeply rooted in his theory of the Ideas: “‘to participate’ expresses the 
relation that the sensible reality of (concrete) singulars has with that of the 
intelligible (abstract) universal””®, Secondly, Platonic participation is 


°° “Dialectic of participation” is a very versatile term in Fabro’s metaphysics. 
See PC, 402: after referring to the Proclian procession of the many from the One 
and the participation of the many in the One, affirms that: “The dialectic of 
participation thus repeats the hierarchy of universality”. In PC 630, Fabro 
highlights three moments of the dialectic of participation: “a) Being per essentiam 
as intensive fullness (totaliter); b) participation as Diremption and composition 
[...]; c) the “principle of separated perfection’ as the foundation of the totality and 
indivisibility of act”. In “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via”, 375-376, 
Fabro speaks of the dialectic of participation in relation to the magis et minus of the 
perfections in species and genus which ultimately refer to being as perfections of 
being. 

°7 C. FABRO, NMP, 50. 

°8 C. FABRO, NMP, 50. 
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involved in the problem of how we have necessary, objective and scientific 
knowledge. Science (episteme) concerns the necessary and universal and 
cannot be found in sensible reality which is subject to contingency and 
change. 

Plato saw that the solution to the problem of science (necessary and 
universal knowledge) should be comprehensive and that, therefore, it should 
be dealt with “from above”. Consequently, the objects of science are the 
Ideas, since these are not subject to generation and corruption and are 
“separate per se”. Plato’s main problem, then, concerns the determination of 
the nature of the relationship between these immutable Ideas and changing, 
sensible reality as a “participation”. Aristotle, Fabro notes, seems to over- 
simplify the origin of the term “participation”. For Plato, the (sensible) 
individual is intelligible insofar as it is subsumed under, referred to, seen 
with or understood within the universal. Fabro concludes that it will always 
be an open question as to whether Plato opted for the absolute transcendence 
of the Idea, a reduction of the Idea to a purely noetical content for thought, 
or whether both the immanence and transcendence of the Idea co-exist in the 
individual'°°. In synthesis, the dilemma and nature of Platonic metaphysics 
is found in its attempt to maintain the nature of the Idea as an “actual 
Totality” and, at the same time, to make this the reason for the intelligibility 
of the real and the reality of the individual. The dilemma entails that either 
the individuals have a real part (uepoc €xev) of the Idea, and thus the Idea is 
divided in some way; or, if the Idea remains united and one in se, how is it 
that it is participated? 

The dilemma, Fabro observes, cannot be resolved by means of 
“Platonic realism”. Plato is conscious of this and presents the problem and 
others related to it in the Parmenides'®'. In this dialogue, the subsisting Idea 
is not just a whole and the singulars just parts, but rather, the Idea is a whole 
as “Form-type’, of which the singular is an “image”. Consequently, the 
notion of imitation or likeness is essential to the notion of Platonic 
participation: 


Participation, then, in the ontological order, is a wtunoc, a term which is much 
more comprehensible than péOcEr¢ and Kotvovia: with ‘imitation’ the 
insurmountable distinction between the universal and the particular is 
indicated and formidably expressed according to the absolute transcendence 


*° ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, A, 987 b, 10. 
100 See C. FABRO, NMP, 53. 
'8l See C. FABRO, NMP, 54. 
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of the Idea in se, combined with a relative immanence of the same (Idea) by 


the image left in the individual, which is a cixov or é160A0v'™. 


In this way, that which is sensible is said to have a certain ontological 
consistency, while the intelligible is guaranteed its universality or “totality”. 
The Parmenides also shows that Plato’s solution is not completely 
satisfactory, since “likeness” seems to postulate a tertium quid between the 
form and the sensible being’. According to Fabro, Plato does not seem to 
have a solution to this problem. 

The response to the problem of whole and part in the Parmenides is 
found in the Sophist, in which there are two important metaphyiscal 
insights: 1) the affirmation of the existence of aun 6v — this is posited as the 
“subject” of the participation and imitation; 2) the extension of the relation 
of participation to the realm of the Ideas: the kotvwvta tov yevou 4, The 
Ideas are permeated by relations that order them according to a canon of 
scalar perfection. The supreme ideas — being and non-being, movement and 
rest, same and other — are participated in by the inferiors according to 
degrees. Beyond being, though, we find the Good. According to this theory, 


'2 C_FABRO, NMP, 55. 

a Oe FABRO, NMP, 55-56: “To the aporia of the ancient Parmenides which 
holds that ‘participation’ implies the real ‘division’ and hence fragmentation of the 
Idea, Plato can respond that yipnoc avoids the appeal [stanza]: even though the 
Idea-model (16 Ttapdderyya) communicates (though images), it can remain in itself 
completely whole; since that which proceeds outside, is not one of its ‘parts’, but 
only a copy or imitation. However, the ancient Eleatic is not satisfied: both because 
thanks to imitation, the exemplar and the exemplified can be united and distinct at 
the same time, and imitation can be the ontological and noetical principle of the 
diverse as ‘likenesses’: but also because ‘likeness’ is, in the end, a relation, in 
which both the exemplar and the exemplified ‘participate’. There is nothing to be 
done but postulate a ‘tertium quid’, which is the reason for this new 
“commonness””. 

aa G8 FABRO, NMP, 56. See Idem., ““The Intensive Hermeneutics...’”, 455- 
456: “To the principal difficulties raised against participation in its twofold 
relationship of the intelligible to the sensibles and of the intelligibles (the genera) 
among themselves, Plato gave in his later dialogue a twofold answer of decisive 
importance for the development of philosophy, including Aristotelian philosophy. 
On the one hand, he admitted the existence of non-being (uj 6v) as the ‘subject’ of 
participation or imitation, and on the other hand, he extended the relation of 
participation within the very realm of the Ideas (kotvwvia tv yevav) so as to 
make possible a multiple participation”. 


70 


CHAPTER ONE: FABRO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE HISTORY OF METAPHYSICS 


the “intelligible world appears well articulated and firm its interior structure, 
and the ascending dialectical movement can avoid the tpitoc dvOpwroc, 
since the exemplar surpasses the exemplified not through quantitative 
excess but qualitative excess, which intensifies progressively and which can 
found a ‘status in quo’ for dialectical resolution”’”’. Fabro concludes that in 
other dialogues, such as the Timaeus, Theaetetus, Politics and Philebus, 
Utunotc is dealt with in actu exercito: imitation is due to the formal causality 
of the Ideas, the efficient causality of the Demiurge, and the material 
causality of the 1.) 6v (matter). The genesis and the intimate structure of the 
sensible concrete is conceived to be a Kp&ouc of tépac and é&retpov”!”*. At 
the end of the historical study of NMP, Fabro quotes a text from St. 
Thomas’s De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5 that he holds summarizes the Platonic 
notion of participation according to the “Dialectic of the One and the 
Many”: 


For Plato, the notion of participation is founded on the fact that “many” are 
found to convene in a common formality; the common formality should be 
transcendent to the many, and the unity should precede the multitude”. 


These reflections from NMP on Plato’s notion of participation — in 
terms of “scientific knowledge’, “relation between sensible and intelligible” 
and “imitation” — were taken up later by Fabro in a synthetic article (1967) 
on the Thomistic notion of participation'”’. In it, Fabro provides a brief 
summary of the Platonic notion of participation — this time from the angle of 
Aristotle’s critique and with some very brief references to Plato’s 
“Unwritten Doctrines”. As we have seen, Plato’s notion of participation 
attempts to explain the relationship of the concrete, sensible singular to the 
separate, intelligible universal (the Idea)’. Aristotle’s critique is somewhat 
hasty, for although participation is found only in a nascent state in Plato, it 


'° See C. FABRO, NMP, 56. 

'°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 56. 

'’ ©, FABRO, NMP, 119. 

'8 The article was first published in Italian in Divinitas 11 (1967), 559-586 
and reprinted in ET (1969), 421-448. It was first published in English as 
“Participation”, The New Catholic Encyclopedia, vol. 10, McGraw-Hill, 
Washington D.C. 1967, 1042-1046. The entire article was updated and reprinted in 
“The Intensive Hermeneutics of Thomistic Philosophy: The Notion of 
Participation”, Review of Metaphysics 27 (1974), 449-491. I will quote from the 
1974 English article. 

109 See C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 454. 
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“receives a whole gamut of modes of having and being according to a 
certain relationship of dependence, similarity, coexistence, and the like?!'°, 
Platonic participation, Fabro clarifies, was posited as the solution to Zeno’s 
problem: “If many things exist, they must simultaneously be similar and 
dissimilar, one and many, at rest and in motion. The answer to this problem 
is that the ‘Ideas’ do not mix with sensible things but exist ‘by themselves’ 
(ka6’avtw) and are ‘separate’!!! For Plato there are mathematical 
intermediaries between sensible objects and separate forms'!*. In Plato, the 
object of knowledge still concerns the exemplar (paradigma) or separate 
forms and ideas or “that which completely is’. It is perfectly knowable “so 
that it is the ‘one among the many’ (tO €v Ett t&v TOAAGV) and makes 
possible the knowledge from above of what is transitory and corruptible’”! a 

Now, although Plato responds to some difficulties concerning the 
relationship of the intelligible to the sensible and of the Ideas to each other, 
the major difficulty — that of the “Third man” argument — is unresolved: 


One of the major difficulties inherent in the Platonic notion of participation 
based on the logico-mathematical relation of the universal to the particular as 
imitation-similitude, is the celebrated ‘third man’ argument (tptto¢ &VvOpwros), 
which is mentioned by Aristotle but had already been discussed by Plato 
himself. It consists in this. If the similarity among many sensibles presupposes 
the “form in itself’, then the similarity of the many to the forms presupposes 
another form, and so forth. To this objection Plato has no answer'", 


Fabro posits that Aristotle adhered to Platonic participation in his youth and 
that traces may be found in the Organon, but that in his mature works, 


sak Ge FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 455. For example, in the 
Phaedo, “things are said to participate when they ‘acquire’ or ‘receive’ something, 
or simply when they are what they are by a ‘presence’ or ‘communion’ or even by 
‘appertaining’, with respect to the ‘model’ in which many participate. Thus the 
subjects of participation are the many and the manifold”. 

ee FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 455. 

res FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 455: “According to 
Aristotle, who must have been aware of the oral teaching of his master, Plato had 
inserted the mathematical beings as intermediaries (tu yctaéb) between the sensible 
objects and the separate forms. By this metaphysical mathematization attributed to 
him by Aristotle, Plato remained faithful to his fundamental inspiration of 
transforming mathematical relations into relations of constitutive logic’”’. 

Me @. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 455. 

ae @ FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 456. 
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Aristotle’s attitude towards participation seems to be one of contempt!!?. 
Aristotle’s replacement theory consists in the immanence of the form and 
the notion of causality''®. In this way a historical impasse between Platonic 


participation and Aristotelian causality was set up'’’. 


2.2.2 Being as Idea in Plato 


Both Fabro’s NMP and his article on Thomistic participation (1967) 
tend to isolate Platonic participation from the problem of being. In PC, 
however, Fabro takes up the problem of both notions and expounds on some 
of the Platonic elements in St. Thomas’s notion of causality. Fabro begins 
his exposition in PC by pointing out that even though Plato introduces a 
division or distinction between sensible being and intelligible being, there is 
a remarkable correspondence between the characteristics of the 
Parmenidean conception of being — whole, simple, indestructible, without 
beginning or end — and the Platonic Idea. For Plato, an Idea is that-which-is 
and is distinguished from all sensible beings, which are merely participants 
in the Ideas. Thus, Parmenides’ one, unique Being is turned into a 
multiplicity of Ideas which have being as their quasi-genus. Above being 
and the other four supreme genera (motion, rest, diverse, identical) is the 
One and Good. The superiority of the One and the Good over Being 
constitutes the “deepest orientation of every form of Platonism’”''®. 

In light of this framework, Fabro holds that the opposition between 
Plato and Aristotle is not principally in their different interpretations of 
being — since “for both, eivat is an adiacens with respect to odoiw and does 
not have its own proper metaphysical relevance”''? — but rather in the mode 
of being proper to form. Accordingly, it should be said that for Plato and 


"lS See C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics ...”, 456. 

Saat Be FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics ...”, 457: “To the Platonic 
doctrine of participation based on imitation and transcendence, Aristotle opposed 
the immanence of the form in sensible substances and the causality of the 
individual singular in the process of natural becoming”. 

7 C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 457: “Nevertheless the 
radical opposition between Platonic participation and Aristotelian causality 
rendered impossible an adequate explanation of the foundation of the real. From a 
dialectical standpoint, a solution could be reached either by meeting the 
requirements of causality from within the doctrine of participation, or by clarifying 
participation by means of causality”. 

8 See C. FABRO, PC, 103. 

" C. FABRO, PC, 103. 


73 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


Aristotle being (civat) is not, while that-which-is (the form or ovoi«) is. 
Thus, for Plato and Aristotle, the philosopher ought to center his reflections 
on form and otvoia, since it presents itself as a universal, intelligible content 
— an essence — which may be expressed in a definition. The philosopher’s 
task, then, is not that of penetrating into eivat as intensive, emergent and 
participated act, but rather that of clarifying how ovot« exists: whether 
outside matter and individuals (Plato) or within them as their proper act 
(Aristotle). 

Fabro argues that a two-fold transition is at work in this Socratic 
metaphysical shift: there is an initial transition from Parmenides’ ctvat to 
év, since every infinite verb is per se empty; and a subsequent transition 
from év to ovata, since the material concrete as such is synthetic and has its 
principle in form'”°, Regarding this primacy of form over év in Plato and the 
identification of being-in-act with form, Fabro concludes: 


For Plato, the true being accessible to the soul is found outside the corruptible 
world, of which there is only opinion and not science. Opinion concerns the 
sensible world, while truth concerns the intelligible world of ideas: what 
distinguishes the world of appearance and the world of being is the form or the 
different ways of being of the form (cf. Rep. 534). Put briefly: for Plato, being 
in act corresponds to being form and being form to being Idea or the separate 
universal, such that there is an absolute incompatibility between being and 
becoming since there is an absolute opposition between being (the Idea) and 


the particular’”'. 


Thus, for Plato, eidos may be considered as the “true being” of beings. The 
meaning of Platonic eidos is defined by the “participation” of the singular 
(sensible form) in the Idea (intelligible form). Yet, “the true Platonic 
problem begins with the discussion about the being of the Ideas with respect 
to their unity and multiplicity in their subordination that they have to the 
Idea of Good”!”*. The dialogues of the Sophist and Parmenides bring out the 
complications inherent in predicating “being” to the Ideas. In this 
predication, it is etvat as copula, rather than as the act of ens, that dominates 
the Platonic-Aristotelian metaphysical spectrum. Referring to Aristotle and 
Plato, Fabro speculates that the dominance of etvat as copula was only to be 


120 See C. FABRO, PC, 103. 
'21 C FABRO, PC, 103-104. 
122 C. FABRO, PC, 104. 
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expected in a philosophy that centered on form (as either Idea or ovata)’. 


The task pursued by Plato’s philosophy of the Ideas — which in a certain 
sense broke the unity of Parmenidean Being — was precisely that of trying to 
found and guarantee the unity and truth of being: first from above in the 
ideal sphere (looking at unity with respect to multiplicity) and then from 
below in the empirical sphere (looking at truth and intelligibility with 
respect to the movement and rest characteristic of sensible being). 

In light of this, it is clear that the Platonic “dialectic” should not center 
on the question of being, but rather on the question of odoia Concerning this 
point, Romera writes that the Platonic dialectic is a: 


dialectic focused on fomenting mimesis which rises from the vision of the 
sensible to the contemplation of the intelligible; a dialectic directed to 
obtaining the definition where the truth (content) of the Idea is concentrated 
and expressed; a dialectic oriented towards the determination of the 
relationships between the ideas in order to rise to the principles'™. 


Plato, then, introduced the dialectic of the idea as a method of purification 
and ascension from the confusion of sensible experience to pure logos, 
which is the bearer of truth. Logos does not coincide with immediately with 
being as it did in Heraclitus, but rather corresponds to being by means of 
thought. Thus, “the ‘presence’ of the truth of being is not somethin 


immediate but is the result of the application of the dialectic”! 


"3 See C. FABRO, PC, 105: “Perhaps Greek intellectualism didn’t have any 
other outlet: essence is the only object of knowledge and that which science is 
uniquely interested in, for science consists in knowing ‘what’ things are. In a 
cosmos where matter and the Ideas are eternal and where God is the Idea of the 
good (Plato, Rep., 517 b: i6€x tod wyatod) or the eternal and immobile substance 
endowed with perfect knowledge and life (Aristotle, Metaph., XII, 7, 1072 b 3 ff), 
being cannot present itself as a constitutive principle, but only as the logical and 
grammatical element of that synthesis of form in act which both the world and the 
divinity possess each in their own way”. 

'*'L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 28; see C. FABRO, PC, 106-109. 

5 See C. FABRO, PC, 134: “Plato saw access towards the determination of 
the content of being, which is Jogos, in the method of ‘dieresis’ of the Ideas which 
repeats in the sphere of Jogos what Plato himself attributed to the Eleatics with the 
dialectic of Whole and parts. As in Parmenides, the single instances of logos, 
namely, One and Being, are considered as parts of a Whole and, in their turn, as 
wholes that exclude each other, such that even the “dieresis” of the ideas is the 
division of a Whole in many other wholes: dieresis is therefore the positive side of 
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Consequently, the central theme of the Platonic dialogues is “the dialectic 
whose object is the ‘definition’ as determination of ‘that which is’ (6 €otwv); 
this investigation proceeds from ovoia towards bvtw!*°, As we mentioned 
earlier, two dialogues in particular elucidate this Platonic determination of 
being: the Sophist and the Parmenides. Let us look briefly at Fabro’s 


interpretation of both before concluding this section on Plato. 
2.2.3 Non-being and being in the Sophist 


For Fabro, the Platonic metaphysical non-relevance of civat is evident 
in the Sophist’s treatment of the problem of non-being. Platonic non-being, 
he notes, is “not Parmenides’ non-being, which was posited as a nothing of 
being which is a nothing of thought, but rather the non-being of ens as 
pertaining “in some way’ to being and thought”!?”, Unlike Parmenides, Plato 
holds that being cannot be reduced to an immobile and absolute object since 
being is presented in a tension with non-being and not as an indivisible One. 
In Plato’s Sophist, being is defined provisionally in terms of potency — being 
is “whatever possesses a certain potency to act on another object or suffer 
the action of an agent’; beings are nothing other than Stveyitc!**. After this 
definition, Plato then moves to the problem of the couplet “motion-rest” 
since, on the one hand, it should be said that both “are” and “participate” in 
being, yet, on the other, one cannot affirm that one member of the couplet 
participates in the other due to this participation in being. Plato solves this 
dilemma by saying that it is being that is able to be mixed into both; he 
concludes that in the contraries such as motion-rest and identical-diverse, 
“Being is not the participated, but the participant””’. As regards the being 
proper to non-being, it is only by way of a formal predication that being is 
attributed to non-being: 


Just as motion is manifested as a participant in the identical and in the non- 
identical, namely as a participant in the diverse, so being is presented as and 
insofar as it is a genus which is the participant in the supreme, contrary genera 


the dialectic of Whole and parts, as we have seen, or of the One and the many, the 
‘euporia’ that follows the “‘aporia’”’. 

'26 C_ FABRO, PC, 109. 

in OF FABRO, PC, 110; See PLATO, Sophist, 240c: “In a certain sense, non- 
being is” [tO py Ov... etvar Tus]. 

'8 See PLATO, Sophist, 247e. 

'° PLATO, Sophist, 256 e. 
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of motion and rest, identical and diverse..., where non-being is included in 


. . 130 
each pair (as rest, diverse) ~”. 


Here, Fabro is merely restating and honing his argument for the superiority 
given by Plato to the logical or formal relevance over the metaphysical 
relevance of etvat. 

Plato, Fabro writes, was not able to free himself of the complicated 
web of formal relations which the Sophist pursues in the analysis of the 
definition of being as 6Uvaut¢ and within the tension of opposition of 
contraries (movement, identical and diverse, etc...). There isn’t a mode of 
being that doesn’t have a corresponding mode of non-being and Plato 
doesn’t attempt to go beyond the result of this formal dialectic — namely, 
that the “nature of diversity” is inherent to and comprehended within beings. 
In conclusion, Plato is not concerned so much with overcoming the 
contraries by positing a reality that comprehends and contains them both, 
but rather with demonstrating that contrariety or otherness is intrinsic to 
being itself. Thus, Parmenides’ position is definitively surpassed through the 
introduction of the “diverse” in being and the admission of the “reality” of 
non-being'*), 

As regards the problem of the determination of being in the dialectic 
of the five “supreme genera” and non-being, Fabro notes that, in the 
foundation of the reality of non-being, Plato distinguishes a two-fold 
manner of understanding this non-being: as that which is contrary to being 
or as that which expresses “diverse” in the other genera. Being and diverse 
(tO dv Kat Od&tepov) penetrate all of the genera and com-penetrate each 
other. With regard to this penetration of the genera, Fabro emphasizes the 
predicative aspect of Platonic being: 


What is important to emphasize in our study on the metaphysical relevance 
of being is that, for Plato, we are dealing fundamentally with a relevance of 
predication thanks to which, as we have said, although being is at the summit 
of predications, it is insofar as it becomes omni-participant and not omni- 


participated, as in St. Thomas’. 


The extension of “is” to non-being is only a functional consequence of the 
semantics of the real and is introduced in order to overcome Parmenides’ 


130 C FABRO, PC, 110-111. 
'31 See C. FABRO, PC, 110-111. 
132 C FABRO, PC, 112. 
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position which absolutely denies non-being and in order to attack the 
Sophist who, on the foundation of the Parmenidean principle, absolutely 
denied the existence of the false and thus remained prisoner of non-being'® ‘ 
Once again, Fabro is defending his thesis that, for Plato, civat is relevant 
more as copula than as act or foundation of ov. 

Parmenidean being as “One without the many” and as “Whole without 
parts” is attacked by Plato in order to pave the way for his dialectic. Fabro 
notes that the Whole is too dialectically rich to remain as “that which lacks 
nothing”, “that of which nothing remains outside”, or “that which is entire 
and perfect”. The concept of Whole refers to the concept of parts: thus, the 
Platonic admission of many parts in the Whole already expresses the 
surpassing or transformation of Parmenidean thought in his interpretation of 
the Idea as a dialectical unity of parts and Whole, of many and of One’. At 
this point in his argument, Fabro returns to the dialogue of Parmenides in 
order to gain a better understanding of the dialectic of One and many, of 
whole and parts and in turn shed further light on the Platonic understanding 
of being and participation. 


2.2.4 The problem of the One and many in the Parmenides 


The problem of being and non-being in the Sophist is prepared for by 
the problem of the Parmenides — the problem of the relationship between 
the One and the many (beings). In this way, it deals with the determination 
of the participation which connects them. In Plato’s thought, the relationship 
of the many to the One or of sensible things to the Ideas and the presence of 
the Ideas in things are all spoken of in terms of participation. Platonic 
participation may be said to be formulated in terms of “presence” and 
“communion”, namely presence of the Idea in Being. Consequently, 
Platonic being is said in at least two ways: 1) being as Idea and 2) being 
according to the participation of the Idea in the many’. While the Sophist 


'%’ See C. FABRO, PC, 112-113. 

'4 See C. FABRO, PC, 114. “For Plato, the structure of the Idea, arises from 
the dialectic of Whole and part: the whole implies the presence of its parts and in 
this way, the One is no longer completely isolated from the many, even if the 
Whole, in order to present itself as such, cannot be reduced to the being of the parts 
neither taking each in parts, or taking the whole together as parts”. 

'35 See C. FABRO, PC, 115: “This presence (1apovoia) of the Idea in sensible 
substances is their ‘participation’ (ué6cétc) in the Idea, as communion (kowwvia) of 
beings in Being by means of which is opened, for the first time, a breach in the 
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discusses the meaning of being and sought to provide a metaphysical 
foundation for being as both One and many, the Parmenides, in contrast, 
discusses the same problem in a dialectical fashion and according to their 
connection through participation’**. 

Once again, the heart of the problem in Parmenides is the relationship 
between the One and being: the One is said to exist and, therefore, seems to 
participate in being (142 b). Fabro notes, however, that Plato does not 
indicate being with dv or civat, but rather with ovot«. This means that, in the 
dialogue, Plato considers “the formality of the real in its absoluteness as 
entitas’”'*’. The first moment of the participation of the One in being is not a 
subordination of the One to being, but rather a mere “predication of 
existence”. Although there is a kind of reciprocity between the One and 
Being in Plato’s thought, it is clear that it is the One that dominates. Plato 
affirms that the One participates in Being (143 a), yet declares that they are 
irreducible to each other and introduces the notions of difference and 
diversity, thanks to which he can say that being is one thing and One is 
another'**. 

With regard to the couplet of the One and the many, even though the 
“many” exist, they cannot be except insofar as they are conceived as “parts” 
of the One. Consequently, the One is found in every part of being. Although 
the One and being correspond to one another, it is thanks to being that the 
One is fractured and is, thus, multiple and infinite. This Platonic dialectic 
carefully inserts the relationship between One and being into the 
fundamental dialectic of Whole and parts. From this dialectic of whole and 
parts, Plato turns to the couplet of rest-movement: the One insofar as it is in 
itself is at rest, insofar as it is in the others, it is in movement: since, 
therefore, the One is always in se and in the others, it is therefore always at 
rest and in motion (146 a). Plato then turns to the dialectic of the identical 


unity of Parmenidean being insofar as the One can still “in some way” be multiple 
and therefore, Being is not said any longer in one way alone, but in at least two: 
according to the Idea itself and according to its participation — however this be 
explained — in the many”. 

136 See C. FABRO, PC, 115: “This thesis that Being is, in a certain sense, One 
and many, Whole and parts, identical and diverse..., which has been founded 
metaphysically and in a definitive way in the Sophist, is dialectically discussed in 
the Parmenides which is the dialogue in which the problematic of being in the 
Platonic tradition comes to a head, from Aristotle to the Neo-Platonic schools and 
up to the great commentary of Proclus”’. 

‘57 C. FABRO, PC, 116. 

"8 See C. FABRO, PC, 116. 
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and diverse, proclaiming that the One should be identical to itself and, at the 
same time, different from itself, and be similarly identical to the others and 
also different from the others’”’. 

All of this has a high cost: Plato must sacrifice the absolute dominance 
of the One recognized by Parmenides and identified with the unique One 
that is Being. For Plato, the relation of the One to being, of the One to the 
many, is actuated, above all, by means of the dialectic of the two pairs that 
correspond to each other, but which in effect do not coincide. The Platonic 
dialectic of the One and being is first presented in the alternate tension of 
transferring the One to the many and multiplicity to the One, and only later 
sought in the form of participation that the many have in the identical and in 
the different. Thus, the Parmenides ends by marking out the fundamental 
aporie for the dialogues that follow. Throughout his work, Plato is clearly 
trying to strip Parmenidean Ens both of its closed unity and its immobile 
nature. The metaphysical priority of One over Being aids the task of 
showing the implication of the One in the many and, therefore, the internal 
dialectic of its reality in the couplets of contraries already mentioned. 
Although it is not clear, it can be presupposed that all these couplets are in 
harmony with the reality of generation and corruption. Fabro concludes that 
once Plato admits that the One participates in being and becoming and, 
consequently, in non-being, the monolithic unity of Eleatic being is 
broken'”’, 

Further on in PC, Fabro returns to the Platonic notion of being in the 
Sophist and Parmenides, contrasts their approaches and highlights the 
importance of the Sophist solution: 


Seen from without, the Parmenides does seem to offer any result since the 
paired terms (One-many, being-non-being, whole-parts) com-penetrate each 
other and quasi-interchangeable. Yet there is a way out: the position of the 
Ideas to which both members of the pair relate. This becomes clear in some 
way, when the most important anti-thesis, that of being and non-being, is 
related to the participation in the Idea from within the analysis of becoming, 
and this was the intent of the Sophist which constitutes the necessary 
complement of the analysis of the problem of being made in Parmenides. 
Being is subject to becoming, being is in movement and becomes other. Thus, 
there are five supreme genera: being, movement, rest, same, and other. 


139 See C. FABRO, PC, 115-117. 
140 See C. FABRO, PC, 117-119. 
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Unlike the Parmenides, the discussion [in the Sophist] moves on the real plane, 
on the plane of becoming as mode of the being of being, and it is then that the 
non-being immanent to becoming is no longer the absolute contrary of being or 
the contradiction of being since there is a reciprocal mixing between the 
genera, and being and the other penetrate all: in this way, the other, 
participating in being, by way of this participation, also is; it is though, not that 
of which participated (namely, simply being), but other, other from being then, 


and therefore necessarily non-being (Sophist, 258 e — 259 a)'"'. 


The result is that all the problems related to being are reduced to the 
relationship or ovp7AoKn that the Ideas have to each other and, above all, to 
the supreme genera in which all that exists participates: 


Thus, it is by means of such intrinsic relation to the Ideas that their multiplicity 
is guaranteed as well as the reality of becoming; but since such relation is 
always seen from the point of view of the Ideas, the being of becoming is also 
resolved from the point of view of the Ideas, as a simple intertwining of being 
and non-being, and is not made immanent as the reality of becoming itself. 
Thus, being in Platonism is multiple only in the sphere of the Ideas: becoming 
as it is in the birth and death of natural things, always remains the prey of doxa. 
Thus, being, since it is confined or reserved to the Ideas, it both one and 
multiple in the sense indicated which does not contradict the Parmenidean 


position, since it does not effectively surpass it’. 


Plato and Aristotle will agree that philosophy ought to determine being, they 
differ, though, in the form of this determination. For Plato this 
determination takes place outside nature, for Aristotle, it takes place within 
nature. For Plato, being is properly Idea and participation properly occurs 
between the Ideas'*?. 


'*! C. FABRO, PC, 132. 

aoe Be FABRO, PC, 132-133. Fabro notes that although “relation” is essential 
to the dialectic of the Platonic Ideas, the ideas are not completely resolved into 
relations. 

'3 C. FABRO, PC, 135: “Platonic being is shattered in nature as appearance 
of doxa, in the Idea as reality separated in se, in the soul as image, such that, 
fundamentally, being as such is unique: Idea. For this reason, in Plato the real 
relations are relations of Ideas and between the Ideas, it is the intertwining of 
participation between genera where participation is for the exclusion of the 
relationship of real dependence which is proper to becoming, of beginning and 
ending, of the things of nature. Thus, while Plato can immediately convert the 
modes of predication into modes of being by the coincidence that he place between 
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To conclude, Fabro first dealt with Platonic participation in NMP from 
an epistemological and gnoseological perspective and in terms of “relation” 
(between the sensible and the intelligible) and “imitation” (of the universal 
Ideas by the concrete singulars). He identifies the Platonic problem as one 
that concerns the determination of the nature of this relationship and 
imitation. In PC, Fabro argues that, ultimately, Platonic participation is 
formulated in terms of a relation of likeness, the presence of the Idea and 
communion in Being. Plato’s solution, however, is found only in a nascent 
state. With regard to being, we saw that, for Parmenides, Being as the 
Principle must be One, unchangeable, indivisible, simple, identical and 
always present. In contrast, for Plato, Being is multiplied and the Ideas are 
introduced as realities which are in se perfect, unchangeable, eternal. Plato 
introduced the principle of participation to explain the relationship between 
the Ideas themselves and with sensible reality. Because the Platonic Ideas 
are different, yet simple, they express the actuality of Being in its formal 
multiplicity. Platonic being, once divided, falls from Being (Essere) to ens 
(ente) and it is the ideal sphere that constitutes the sphere of byl, 


2.3 The emergence of act in Aristotle 


According to Fabro, Aristotle’s metaphysical solution to the problem 
of the One and the many, and, therefore, to the problem of the truth of 
being, hinges principally on three distinctions: a distinction between the real 
order and the logical order; a distinction between the principal meanings of 
being; and a distinction between the principles of act and potency. These 
distinctions are accompanied by three corresponding subordinations: the 


the logical and ontological orders, Aristotle keeps the logical order and ontological 
well-distinct as well as the predicables from the predicaments”’. 

'44 These ideas are summarized in the conclusion of PC: “In Plato, therefore, 
the form is the act and not etvat as such; the to édv becomes tx édvta, the act is 
given by the respective forms such that civa. falls from act to the logical-verbal 
sign of the presence of act itself. It is form that actuates being and not being that 
actuates form. Reality is constituted by forms in act and the truth of being is 
expressed by the form and according to the form: being which is not linked to a 
form, is not and signifies nothing. ‘Participation’ is introduced by Plato to found 
the ‘likeness’, and therefore the relation of presence, between the ideal form and 
the sensible reality [or form] of things” (PC, 630-631). 
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subordination of the logical order to the real; the subordination of all 
meanings of év to ovota, and the subordination of being-in-potency to 
being-in-act’”>. These distinctions and subordinations form the framework 
for the exposition of Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle’s division of being 
(2.3.1). After looking at this division, we will consider more specifically 
Aristotle’s treatment of the problem of ctvat (2.3.2), his notion of 
participation (2.3.3) and his contributions to the Thomistic doctrine of 
analogy (2.3.4). 

In Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle'“°, we should keep in mind the 
following hermeneutical keys: 1) there is a slight evolution in Fabro’s 
thought with respect to Aristotle and this evolution was influenced by the 
work of other scholars on Aristotle, such as Gilson and Owens; 2) Fabro is 
concerned principally with the speculative contribution of Aristotle’s 
thought within Aquinas’s metaphysics and not with Aristotle’s system of 
metaphysics; and 3) Fabro gives a “speculative priority” to the Platonic 
couplet “participated-participant” over the Aristotelian couplet of “‘act- 
potency”. 

First, Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle is found in many of his works 
and extends over more than fifty years: from his 1937 doctoral dissertation 
in theology to his 1989 article on the emergence of act and esse in Aristotle 
and Aquinas. Over the years his interpretation varies somewhat and this 
should always be taken into account when referring to Fabro’s work on 
Aristotle. In NMP (1939), Fabro makes no more than a passing reference to 
the “formalistic” turn of Aristotle'*’. Fabro accepts the thesis — which was 
common at the time — of a complete identification of Aristotelian form with 


'*® See C. FABRO, PC, 149-150. 

'© Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle can be found throughout NMP: 57-76 
(notion of participation), 143-148 (logical participation), 332-342 (act and being); 
and in PC: 132-151 (the polyvalence of being in Aristotle); 151-169 (“Being” in 
grammar and in logic). See also: “Dall’ente di Aristotele all’esse di S. Tommaso”, 
Aquinas 1 (1958), 5-39; “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’’, 
Aquinas 3 (1960) 1-53; “Aristotle and Aristotelianism’’, in Kierkegaard and Great 
Traditions (Biblioteca Kierkegaardiana, 6), Copenhagen 1981, 27-53; and 
“L’emergenza dello esse tomistico sull’atto aristotelico: breve prologo, l’origine 
trascendentale del problema”, L’atto aristotelico e le sue ermeneutiche. Atti del 
colloquio internazionale su l’atto aristotelico e le sue ermeneutiche (Lateran, 
January 17-19, 1989), Herder, Roma 1990, 149-177. L. Romera deals with Fabro’s 
interpretation in his Pensar el ser, 33-43, under the title: “El alcance de la nocién 
aristotélica del ser’. 

'47 See C. FABRO, NMP, 335. 


83 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


act. Fabro’s Metaphysica (1949) frequently quotes Aristotle’s Metaphysics 
and often draws attention to how Aquinas assimilated, clarified or extended 
certain Aristotelian notions. Critiques of Aristotle are infrequent. For 
example, Fabro merely points out that Aristotle did not go beyond the 
formal consideration of things'**, Due, however, to the influence of his 
assimilation of Heidegger’s reading of the history of metaphysics and 
Heidegger’s notion of the “forgetfulness of being”, Fabro’s critique of 
Aristotle in PC becomes much more acute!”’. Here, Fabro argues that 
Aristotle identifies act and form in an absolute manner and, consequently, 
reduces being to form'’’. From the late 1960s onward, Fabro’s critique of 
Aristotle seems to mellow. Inl974, Fabro prefers to point out the 
importance of the Aristotelian notion of act and emphasize the Thomistic 
“surpassing” of Aristotle'?!. I assume that Fabro seems to take a more 
benign approach to Aristotle’s notion of évepyeta, which, in fact, was one of 
the factors that urged on Aquinas in his pursuit of the notion of actus 
essendi. Even though a certain benignity can be argued for, Fabro holds that 
Aristotle’s notion of act always remains within the formal sphere — even at 
the heights of its speculation on Pure Act as “thought thinking thought”. 
Hence, Fabro concludes even as late as 1983 that “a proper emergence of 
esse as act is inconceivable for Aristotelianism”!>’. 

Second, Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle in NMP is influenced by 
the work of W. Jaeger, A. Mansion, H. Cherniss, F. Brentano and E. Gilson. 
In Metaphysica, he expounds Jaeger’s philological-critical analysis of 


8 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 219: “Amplius Phil. non 
quaesivit, contentus de formali rerum consideratione, nec primam rerum originem 
et dependentiam expresse potuit considerate in ordine causat efficientis et 
formalis”. 220-221: “Maior pars Scholasticorum accepit immediate notionem 
aristotelicam tod esse et identificavit cum essentia vel forma reali sive realizzata 
seu cum existentia phaenomenologice accepta”’. 

'® C. FABRO, PC, 161-162. 

'30 See C. FABRO, “La determinazione dell’atto nella metafisica tomistica” 
(1961), ET, 330. 

'S! See C. FABRO, “Il nuovo problema dell’essere e la fondazione della 
metafisica”, Rivista di Filosofia neo-scolastica’ 66 (1974), 475-510. In the 
comparison of Heidegger and St. Thomas, any reference to a “formalistic turn” in 
Aristotle is absent, while the Aristotelian emergence of act over potency is rightly 
appreciated (p. 508). See “Aristotle and Aristotelianism” in Kierkegaard and Great 
Traditions, 27-53: There is no mention of Aristotle’s formalistic turn. 

'S2 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento dell’ essere”, in Graceful Reason, 
Toronto 1983, 230. 
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Aristotle’s books'*. In 1952, however, he enthusiastically welcomes and 


adopts J. Owens’s solution to the problem of the genus subiectum of 
Aristotelian metaphysics and points out some of weak points in Jaeger’s 
theory’. Owens’s interpretation, however, further confirms Fabro in 
sustaining that Aristotle identifies form and act’, 

Third, the dominant, over-arching framework of Fabro’s interpretation 
considers Aristotelianism as an integral part of the Thomistic “emergent 
synthesis” and, consequently, Fabro endeavors to explore the speculative 
relationship between Aristotelian act and causality and Neo-Platonic being 
and participation in that Thomistic synthesis. 

Finally, it should be noted that Fabro holds that although on a critical- 
speculative level the Aristotelian couplet of act-potency and the Platonic 
couplet of participated-participant are intrinsically complementary'”°, the 
foundation of the limitation of act should ultimately be sought in the notion 
of participation’>’. This type of foundation is similar to Fabro’s position on 
the pre-eminence of the participation formula of the principle of causality'**. 
Fabro opts for the foundational role of participation in both cases. 


2.3.1 Aristotle’s quadripartition of being 


From the beginning, the determination of ens is a problem for 
Aristotelian metaphysics since “being is said in many ways’. These “many 


'S3 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 16. 

'S4 See C. FABRO, “II concetto dell’essere e la metafisica’, Giornale di 
Metafisica, 7 (1952), 663: “[J. Owens], with reasons that seem valid, [...] does not 
accept the excessive breaking-apart of the composition of the Metaphysics and sees 
the sequence of principal books corresponding in substance to the maturing that the 
problems take in the mind of Aristotle”. 

ma a FABRO, “Il concetto dell’essere e la metafisica”, 665-666: “The merit 
of [Owens] is that of having demonstrated, in a concrete way in our opinion, that 
this ontological primacy of form characterizes, instead, the new speculative result 
to which Aristotle comes in the anti-Platonic polemics: since the ‘form’ of which 
he speaks is the very act of sensible things of which alone there is science and 
knowledge”. 

'°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 340. 

'57 See C. FABRO, NMP, 325 and IST, 221: Fabro holds that the principle that 
“actus non limitatur nisi per potentiam propriam” requires a foundation and 
proposes the notion of participation as this foundation. 

'°8 See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 37-39. 
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ways” are gathered by Aristotle into four groups”. In PC, Fabro considers 
this quadripartite division of ens and looks at it first from the point of view 
of the polyvalence of being in Aristotle and then in relation to Heidegger’s 
limitation of being according to four aspects (Hinsichten) found in 
Einfiirhrung in die Metaphysik (1953)'®. Fabro looks at the quadripartite 
division in general before considering each member individually (PC, 132- 
151)'°'. It is worthwhile to look closely at Fabro’s text as it highlights his 
interpretation of the difference between Parmenidean, Platonic and 
Aristotelian being on a speculative-critical level. 

1) Distinction between the logical and real order. The Aristotelian 
renewal and transformation of the problem of being, inherited from 
Parmenides and Plato, includes the introduction of several distinctions and, 
fundamentally, the distinction between the real order and the logical order: 
“Aristotle makes the capital observation to Parmenides that one thing is the 
real order in itself and another is the order of human thought; one thing is 
natural being, another is logical being, being can’t be taken in one way 
alone unless you want to fall into ambiguity and clear the way for 
sophistry”’™. Being per se can be considered either insofar as it is outside 
the mind (ens naturae) or insofar as it is in the mind (ens rationis). “An 
ulterior division is that which regards the mode of being that the real has in 
the mind — its affirmation can be said to be true or false. Truth means the 
belonging of P to S (indpyetv), falsity is the non-belonging (to ph 


'S9 See C. FABRO, NMP, 332-334. In this text, Fabro is concerned with the 
meaning of act and potency. He mentions that the first couplet of ens per accidens 
and ens per se has a logical meaning and refers to the nature of the inherence of the 
predicate in the subject. The second meaning of ens as truth, deals with the 
particular way of being which the intelligible object has in the knower and is a 
derived mode of being that presupposes real being and receives its value from real 
being. Fabro concludes that the last two members of the division are the 
fundamental ones: “categorical being” and being which is said to be “in act” or “in 
potency”. Act and potency, however, refer primarily to categorical being, either to 
its substantial or accidental content. 

‘© To become (Werden), to appear (Schein), to think (Denken), to ought 
(Sollen). 

'*! Tt is important to note the logical thrust of Aristotle’s quadripartite 
division as it concerns the couplets involved in the predication of reality. See C. 
FABRO, PC, 140: “The multiplicity of meanings of being is reduced by Aristotle to 
a maximum of four principal ones, because such are, in fact, the forms of principle 
couplets of the predication of the real”. 

' C, FABRO, PC, 133. 
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vTapyev) of being’, Whether or not the terms belong to one another is, in 


turn, founded in some way on their belonging together in reality. Therefore, 
logical ens (the mental synthesis) is a reflection and an effect of real ens (the 
synthesis that constitutes reality) '™. It is clear, then, that Aristotle is guided 
by the modes of predication of ens for the determination of being. At the 
same time, physis is given ontological primacy over that of thought, which 
is placed in a secondary “ontological” sphere. Real ens is a plexus of 
principles; ens rationis is a plexus of various and multiple contents in 
knowledge. 

2) Substance and accidents. Plato, Fabro observes, easily mixes or 
converts the modes of predication into modes of being. Aristotle, on the 
othe hand, keeps the logical and the ontological orders distinct, as well as 
the predicables (relations between concepts) and the predicaments (which 
indicate the mode of being of things)'®. Ens per se embraces the two real 
modes of substance and accident: “The substance tt €otvv is that which, in 
predication, figures as the principal and primary reality or mode of being, 
the accident is the secondary and derived reality”! Saying “Socrates is a 
man”, indicates Socrates’ substance; saying “Socrates is a musician’, 
indicates one of his accidents. Fabro here notes that Aristotle himself 
expressly invokes “the principle of the logical derivation of the modes of 
being from the ‘figures of predication’ (oyjata th¢ Katnyopiac) since as 
many modes of predication there are, so are there the modes according to 


'® C, FABRO, PC, 143. 

ane OF FABRO, PC, 143: “If I say, ‘man is a species’, I have a being of reason: 
a secondary being, since its being (meaningful) is of manifesting that in fact, in our 
case, man in his real being con-validates that attribution. The fact that Aristotle 
postpones this division to the preceding one, confirms that his intention is that of 
deriving the division of the modes of being from the forms of predication; since 
absolutely speaking, in the first division both members were real of the first degree 
(primae intentiones), while in the second, ens rationis has reality only of second 
degree (secundae intentiones), since its being is not only thanks to thought that 
thinks it, but above all thanks to the reality in se that permits thought to think it”. 

ncaa Gi FABRO, PC, 135: “In fact, the first consequence of the distinction of 
the ontological order from the logical is in the fundamentally real character that the 
first division of being into ‘categories’ has, not because (as Kant supposes), they 
indicate pure concepts as the most universal predicates of being, but since they are 
the fundamental moments or predicates of being, as one immediately sees in 
substance”. 

'°° C, FABRO, PC, 141. 
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which being is signified”'°”, For Fabro, this classification of real being 
according to the ten categories constitutes the central axis of Aristotelian 
metaphysics. Ontological priority is given to ovoia (as subject of the 
predicative attribution), while the accidents are themselves ordered 
according the degree to which they belong to the subject. 

3) Predication per se and per accidens. The division of being into 
categories is complemented by a third division between predication per se 
and per accidens'**. This division implies a fundamental difference between 
Plato and Aristotle: the division into per accidens and per se, Fabro writes, 
“is meaningless for Plato, for whom the essence as such does not admit the 
admixture of extra-essential elements, while for Aristotle this is the 
inevitable conclusion of all that is material, since matter is infinitely 
potential”’™. For Aristotle, predication per accidens refers to those things 
attributed to a being that are foreign or not necessary to the essence. 
“Aristotle indicates three classes: (1) when the accident is predicated of 
another accident; (2) when the accident is predicated of the subject (homo 
est musicus); (3) when the subject is predicated of the accident (musicus est 
homo). Ens per se, on the contrary, is the real synthesis where the pertinence 
of S and P is intrinsic to the terms themselves, as when I say: ‘medicus 
sanat, musicus cantat... wand 

4) Potency and act. This division of per se and per accidens points to 
a fourth division of being: “The being of material things is the material 
essence and the composite is therefore corruptible and subject to 
contingency according to the nature of matter itself, it is a being subject to 
movement and change”. This “precariousness” of being is “founded and 
related to two fundamental modes of ens as such: being in potency and 


'°7 C. FABRO, PC, 141. See ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, A, 7, 1017a 23: 
‘Kad’ avt& d€ etvar A€yetaL SOATED ONLOLVEL TH OXNATA THC KaTHYOTLAC OoWXdC 
yap A€YETML, TOOMUTAYAS TO ELVAaL ONLOLVEL”. 

sa es FABRO, PC, 136: “Still, if for Aristotle, being and the mode of being 
that the real has as a reality of nature is distinct from being and the mode of being 
that the real has as concept in the mind, it remains valid for Aristotle that the 
ontological consistency of things is manifested by means of the convenience of the 
elements that constitute the definition of the thing: there is, therefore, a judgment 
of being according to a necessary pertinence —per se — and another contingent 
pertinence — per accidens’’. 

'° C. FABRO, PC, 136. 

" ©, FABRO, PC, 140. 
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being in act’'". “Substance and the accident are considered (predicated) 


according to that which effectively they show (in the present) or according 
to what they can be (later): namely, there is being in act and being in 
potency. This division applies to all the predicaments”!”. The division of 
being into act and potency touches on the “ultimate structure of natural 
essences”. For Aristotle, essences are not just forms, but rather their “being” 
is the synolon of a form and matter: 


The synolon is, for Aristotle, a third “genus” of substances, after the 
substantial principles of matter and form; but, in realty, only the form is 
being-in-act (ens) in the full sense: being is the individual as “first 
substance”, thanks to which one calls the “second substances” (species and 
genera) beings and the accidents of every genus that can be attributed to the 
individual”, 


Parmenides attempted to answer the problem of the One and the many 
by placing movement and change outside the truth of being; Plato by 
accepting them as a “mixing” of genera; Aristotle, in contrast, accepts the 
indeterminate (matter) as a principle component of the essence, “which is 
brought to the determinateness of the form and places the accidents as 
contents of the first substance which are the modes of being of the substance 
and exist and are comprehended (being) only in the substance”'”*. Thus, 
while Plato only gave “non-being” a dialectical meaning and not a 
constitutive one, Aristotle places matter and potency as a constitutive 
element of being. The Aristotelian doctrine of substance welcomes non- 
being (potency, matter) into being (act, form) and brings them into 
agreement in the constitution of being'”. 


'7! C_ FABRO, PC, 136: “It is in this final resolution that Aristotle can say to 
have begun his new interpretation of being with respect to Parmenides for whom 
being coincided with one and with (thought in) act and, therefore, is always 
determined: here both the determination (act) and indeterminateness (potency) 
pertain to being insofar as nature and movement and changes are precisely the 
passage (ueté&Baorc) from initial indeterminateness to the determinateness of the 
final process”. 

'? C, FABRO, PC, 145. 

' C, FABRO, PC, 136. 

"4 C, FABRO, PC, 137. 

' See C. FABRO, PC, 138: “If for Parmenides the truth of being coincides 
with simple being and for Plato with eidos the pure intertwining of the genera, for 
Aristotle it is expressed in the synthesis of really opposed, yet united principles”. 
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In this way, the metaphysical problem is transformed. Aristotle 
substitutes the becoming of nature for Plato’s dialectic of genera and 
substitutes causality for participation as the foundation of the becoming of 
being. In Aristotle there is an evident solidarity between physics and 
metaphysics, both in the exposition of the same problems and in his critique 
of his predecessors: 


The “contrariety” that Parmenides and Plato do not dare to attribute to being 
are the terms of movement which they could not conciliate with being: 
causality has the task of guaranteeing the truth of being in becoming and the 
truth of the One in the many and of the Identical in the diverse..., once the first 
step has been taken or “jump” of distinguishing being from thought and 
becoming from the nature of the relation of concepts'”®. 


The foundation of the distinction between the logical and the real is 
evidenced by Fabro in his grasping of the decisions taken by Aristotle 
against Platonism: the gnoseological decision that sensible knowledge 
prepares intellectual knowledge and the ontological decision that universals 
do not exist, only individuals do'’’. This emphasis on the inherence of the 


au OF FABRO, PC, 138. Fabro continues: “Thus, in the opposition between 
participation and causality one clarifies the antithesis between Plato and Aristotle 
in the foundation of being and the point, then, of the diversification of their 
respective semantics of being. In Plato the problem of participation is introduced in 
order to surpass the dead point of the Parmendiean-Heraclitean conception from 
which sophistry came: in fact, by means of participation one wants to explain both 
the (objective) relation of the Ideas between each other and also the relation that 
the soul has to the ideas. Participation expresses once and for all the framework for 
the relation that the many have to the One of the Idea: but this participation does 
not represent any problem in Plato, it simply expresses the meaning and being of 
the Idea there as well, as in the Parmenides, where Plato connects the being of the 
Other to the being of the One and the being of the many Ideas does not exclude but 
rather includes movement” (138-139). 

'7’ C. FABRO, PC, 139: “When Aristotle describes the various meanings of 
ens and esse — unlike Parmenides — he doesn’t give the impression of undertaking 
the beginning his philosophy, but rather of wanting to gather up the main lines of 
its orientation already in act concerning the real. The beginning seems to be the 
fundamental decision — made against Platonism — that sensible knowledge prepares 
intellectual knowledge or that the universal is born in the womb of experience and 
that the truth of the knowledge of the real is actuated in a mutual pertaining 
[appartenza] and solidarity of sense and intellect. This gnoseological decision is in 
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form and the individual as synolon, helps us understand why Aristotle 
remained at the synolon of ens and did not continue his resolution of the real 
all the way to esse: 


One understands right away how the characteristic of the metaphysics of 
Aristotle is the “synolon’, the determined concrete, and not the form or act per 
se and that the resolution of the real stops at 6v and does not question ctvat 
insofar the synolon is ens (to 6v) and not being itself: it is ens which is 
predicated of all things and seems, then, to be the supreme genus (cf. Topics, 4, 
6, 127a 29). Being (essere) is considered as a “given”, in experience and in 
thought and is not studied. The proper object of metaphysics is thus this 
maximum abstract-concrete which is, at the same time, the maximum abstract: 
“being as being and those properties which belong to it per se”: t0 év f 6v Kal 


\ , cor > e178 
TH TOUTW VTAPXOVTH KaO’auTO. 


Returning to the text of the quadripartite division, Fabro brings out the 
predication basis in each member of the division in an attempt to understand 
why etvat does not have a proper emergence in Aristotle’s metaphysics. 
Within Aristotle’s quadripartite division of 6v, the Aristotle’s principal 
divisions of being are “the ‘figures of the categories’ and the duality of act 
and potency”!”. In terms of resolution: “Aristotelian metaphysics is 
properly noted for the resolution of being according to the two ultimate 
divisions of substance and accidents and of act and potency’”!*”. In each of 
these pairs, one member emerges over the other. According to St. Thomas, 
the heart of Aristotle’s Metaphysics may be structured according to a clear, 
twofold intensification of ovota and évepyeta in metaphysics '*!, Fabro 
affirms that: “The Aristotelian duality of act and potency is the key to 
understanding reality in the sphere of being and that of becoming: with this 
he is able to overcome the metaphysical indifference of the Pre-Socratic’s 


agreement [...] with the ontological decision according to which only singular 
individuals are or exist while abstract universals do not’. 

"8 C. FABRO, PC, 139-140. 

'? C, FABRO, PC, 138. 

'®° C. FABRO, PC, 149. 

'5! See In VII Metaph., lect. 1, n. 1245: “Ens autem per se, quod est extra 
animam, dupliciter dividitur, ut in quinto libro est habitum. Uno modo per decem 
praedicamenta, alio modo per potentiam et actum. Dividitur ergo prima pars in 
duas. In prima determinat de ente secundum quod dividitur per decem 
praedicamenta. In secunda determinat de ente secundum quod dividitur per 
potentiam et actum, in nono libro”. 
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@pxt) as well as the transcendence (separation) of the Platonic idea that is 
foreign to reality and to the events of torg!*. Aristotle describes the 
structure (substance, accidents, matter, form) and becoming (motion, 
generation, corruption, causality) of reality by means of the notions of act 
(as perfection) and potency (as capacity)'*’. Book IX of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics shows that act has a triple priority over potency: act is prior to 
potency with regard to concept, time, and substance! * Fabro speaks of this 
Aristotelian priority in terms of emergence: “Emergence means the 
ontological or logical priority — in being or in knowing — of act over 
potency, since potency is understood as the capacity of producing (active 
potency) or of receiving (passive potency) act, be it in the sphere of 
categorical becoming or in the transcendental sphere of being itself’”'®. 
Fabro rightly identifies the roles of potency and act in Aristotelian thought, 
yet seems to jump rather quickly to the identification of act and form in 
Aristotle’s thought: 


The structure of the real is interpreted by the Philosopher, first of all, with the 
fundamental notions of act and potency by which — at least in the “Aristotelian 
system” — the passage is made to the celebrated doctrine of the four causes. 
Also it is well known that, for Aristotle, act is perfection and pure affirmation 
per se, while potency is capacity and function of act such that every limitation 
does not happen to act as act but by means of potency. No less known is that, 
for Aristotle, act is the form (or essence) in the proper sense, which thus 
“verifies” the metaphysical demand of act such that pure act is pure form, 
namely, the pure and perfect kat’cEoyv form which is absolute perfect 


an Oo FABRO, “L’emergenza dello esse tomistico ...”, 151. 

'83 See also C. FABRO, “Aristotle and Aristotelianism’’, 32-33: “Aristotle’s 
doctrine of actuality [forming principle 10 évteAcycia 6v] and potentiality [to 
duvayer bv] is the foundation of the explanation of the fundamental fact of reality, 
both as concerns nature and in the sphere of freedom, which is the movement 
(kivyouc) in the sense of transition from potentiality (possibility) to act (actuality). 
All that exists in actuality as nature or as freedom is subordinated to this transition 
and change (uetaoA1) due to the inherent principles or causes — inner (matter and 
form) or outer (effective and final causes) — and these causes depend on other, 
higher causes. Only the first principle as it is actuality [forming principle] 
(evtedexeia Ov), can in no way be different, and it moves everything, itself 
unmoved (10 Kivobv &ktvntov é6v; Metaphysics 1072 b 7ff)”. 

'S ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, IX, 8, 1049 b 3ff. 

'8 C_FABRO, “L’emergenza dello esse tomistico...”, 151. 
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Intellect or Life (Metaph. XU, 7, 1072b 26ff). Consequently, the concept of act 
in Aristotelianism always proceeds in the line of form (or essence)'*°. 


Fabro holds that in Aristotle, act emerges as substance (ovot«) and form and 
not as being (civat): “For Aristotle that which gives act and being to the 
substance is properly and only the form, and under this aspect the 
Philosopher in the Physics calls the form ‘something divine and 
desirable’”'*”, Put more bluntly, Aristotle’s “first philosophy is a Sewpta of 
ens as substance”'®®, 

For Fabro, this provides an initial explanation of why being (etvat) 
does not have a proper emergence in Aristotle’s work. He holds that 
Aristotle’s emphasis on the logical derivation of the real modes of bein 
leaves him prey to a rigid formalism, which obscures the “esse of ens”!*”. 
Fabro concludes that, because it is always considered within the forms of 
prediction, the esse of Aristotelian ens is necessarily fictitious (fittizio). 


Aristotle seems to pass over the problem of esse'””’. 


'8° C_ FABRO, “La determinazione dell’ atto...” (1960), ET, 330. 

ag Ge FABRO, NMP, 69. See also: PC, 497: “In the Aristotelian position (and 
others close to it) the reality of being is convoyed in the actuality of substance and 
it is, for this reason, that it is called the proper effect of the ‘form’ which is placed, 
then, at the center of ens as principle and term of action and as the scope of the 
agent: being is the logical copula and is the existential actuality and, for this reason, 
is revealed in both these moments as a ‘derivation’ of the being in act of the form 
as substance in which one fulfills metaphysical resolution”. 

al Os FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento dell’essere’’, 231. 

'° See C. FABRO, PC, 150: “Aristotle, by not having accepted the 
ontologism of Parmenides and the Parmenidean philosophies, brings being into the 
obscure forest of the intertwining of logical predication and real existence, within a 
circle that cannot but leave one perplexed: since, in theory, if real being is declared 
as principle and founding with respect to logical being, it is on the type of logical 
structure of the predications that the modes and forms of being are, in reality, 
indicated, such that the effective mediation between ens and esse is lacking”. 

'° See C. FABRO, PC, 150-151: “TAristotelian being] is led as it is to the 
multiple forms of predication of absolute constitutive content. Thus, his being of 
ens seems like a normative, and not a constitutive, absolute. From this derives that 
the being of Aristotelian ens is necessarily always fictitious [fittizio] both because it 
is given in a subject which is determinate (something finite) by a predicate and 
because this subject is no longer this itself, but an other by itself which is the 
essence understood as first or second substance. The reality is that Aristotle passes 
from ens to the forms of being, jumping over being, whose mediation is substituted 
by the technical semantics of predication: therefore, being has no reality or truth in 
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2.3.2 Aristotle and efvat 


Fabro often recalls that Aristotle, in his Peri Hermeneias, affirms that 
the verb “etvat” in se signifies nothing. Aristotle writes: “For not even ‘to 
be’ or ‘not to be’ is a sign of the thing (nor if you say simply ‘that which 
is’[to0 6v]); for by itself it is nothing, but it additionally signifies some 
copulation, which cannot be thought of without the things coupled”!”’. 
Fabro comments on this text as follows: 


It is absurd, in Aristotelianism, to conceive being as reality, perfection, 
actuality... this is because reality, perfection, actuality are proper to the subject 
which is said “to be” real, perfect... according to its proper act. Reality is the 
being in act of this horse, it is the perfection of this epic work, for example, the 
Iliad: being, ousted from the terms of the proposition, melts into emptiness, it 
no longer means anything, not only — attention here — because its meaning is 
precisely that of linking P and S, but also because such connection comes 
[scaturisce] from the relation that the terms have to each other of which the 
being of the copula is nothing more than the logical-grammatical expression”. 


Fabro concludes that “a proper emergence of esse, as act and independent 
positivity, is inconceivable for Aristotelianism”!”*. Aristotelian metaphysics 
is primarily articulated around the problem of substance; consequently, his 
position on esse is intrinsically ambiguous’. 

In Aristotle, priority pertains to the noun and not the verb since the 
verb merely expresses the action and passion of a substance. The verb 


expresses the being of a substance according to the “figures” of the 


se, but only in things which exist and according to the things themselves one which 
one can, in some way, predicate”’. 

i ARISTOTLE, Peri Hermeneias, 3, 16b 22-26. 

'? C. FABRO, PC, 157. 

'® C. FABRO, PC, 157. 

' C. FABRO, PC, 157-158: “For Aristotle, intentional esse (6v vb¢ &AnSéc) is 
founded on real, categorial ens, whose principal figure is the ‘substance’ (ovota). 
The entire Aristotelian metaphysics is presented and articulated as a problematic of 
substance: this explains, then, why Aristotle, in his maturity, attributed — and why 
he was the first to do so — év 4 6v to metaphysics for its proper object and why he 
gave this év the four divisions mentioned earlier. [...] Thus, one can admit that the 
Aristotelian position on being — and, therefore, the framework of his theory of 6v — 
remains intrinsically ‘ambiguous’, i.e., polyvalent, since it lacks that ‘radical 
decision’ concerning the truth of being”. 
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categories and according to act and potency: “In this way, esse consolidates 
its semantic universality since it can mediate the entire sphere of becoming 
and the multiple”’”>. Based on this, Fabro adduces two reasons for the 
apparent meaninglessness of the infinite verb civa. (taken alone) in 
Aristotle’s thought: 


Considered in its real consistency, the infinite etvat by itself means nothing 
since it is nothing, and this for two reasons: first of all, because like every 
infinitive term, esse does not mean anything in a determinate way and, 
secondly, because esse is the infinitive in which the semantic function of the 
other infinitives is resolved. Nevertheless, this poly-valence and radicality or 
semantic ultimacy of esse, oriented decisively toward substance, impedes that 
év is absorbed into the logical sphere and treated like a category: therefore, ens 
cannot “be a genus” but is freed from all determinations, and that is the reason 
why Aristotle dedicated the highest investigation of truth that man can do to it. 
And this is also the glimmer which St. Thomas found in Aristotle’s 
metaphysics in order to insert the biblical concept of esse as supreme act which 


is brought in fully in the metaphysics of participation’. 


In this light, we can begin to understand the Aristotelian emphasis on ovota 
over eivat and how esse is implicit in ens, yet, according to Fabro’s reading 
of Aristotle, only indicates the reality of the essence. 


In fact, Aristotle places the truth of 6v-ens, not on esse, as the act of every act, 
but on ovota: in its etymological meaning ovot« is a substantive derived from 
the feminine participle of (obo« =otci«) which per se means entitas. Entitas is 
any nature or essence considered in its universality and formality: therefore, 
esse, which is implicit or con-signified in ens, indicates the reality of the 
essence, it is the emergence of entitas as such, it is the essence in the 
determinateness of its own content according to which it is in reality. 
Metaphysics, then, which deals with ens in quantum ens, has entitas for its 
object, namely, the structurization and modes of ovoia. And since, according to 
the theory of act and potency, the primacy belongs to act, also in the structure 
of entitas, it is the actuality of the form which is the determinative and 
constitutive principle of esse: for the pure forms of the intelligible sphere, that 
is evident per se; but also in the corporeal substances, for matter is pure 


'°5 C_FABRO, PC, 158. 
'°6 C_FABRO, PC, 158. 
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potency, every determination of the reality of ousia-entitas comes from the 
form'?”, 


This leads Fabro to sustain the thesis that Aristotle identifies form and act: 
“Form and act, form and perfection correspond and coincide in Aristotle 
without residue: for this reason, esse could not have a proper emergence in 
Aristotle, but ‘declines’ into essence; it is transferred into the entity of real 
things: a treatise based on esse doesn’t make sense then in Aristotelian 
metaphysics, since this ignores both the contingentistic existentia of Latin 
Avicennism as well as the primary and original act of St. Thomas”!”®. 

In the conclusion to PC, Fabro returns to the problem of being in 
Aristotle, affirming that, for Aristotle, the being of ens is expressed by the 
real forms, yet per se means nothing, as its meaning is assumed and divided 
by the categories: “Thus, the act of being and being as act is dissolved into 
form in Aristotle as it was already in Plato, it is divided into the ‘contents’ 
of the forms, and therefore remains irremediably lost in its originality”! 
Plato and Aristotle differ insofar as Plato places the separated form “above” 
the many, while Aristotle immerses form in the many. Fabro concludes: 


The fundamental problem of the “truth of being” is “transferred” from being to 
form: when Aristotle, in order to affirm his realism, declares that the logical 
esse of the copula is founded on real being (cfr. Metaph., IX, 10, 1051 b 3 ss), 
namely, on the effective reality of the real synolon actuated by the form, he 
makes an undeniable profession of realism, but at the same time completes the 
last stage of “expulsing” being as act and foundation of thought as was attested 
to in the Adyog of Parmenides. [...] Returning to Plato and Aristotle, one can 
see that the form, as it is the constitutive principle of ens in se, is the principle, 
middle and term of its becoming; the causality of the form is intertwined in the 
constitution (intelligible or real) of ens. Existence, the realization of the fact of 
ens is not a problem, but rather a fact [...]. Causality is posited, and is of 
interests, only as participation (Plato) or production (Aristotle) of form and, in 
this sense, I think they have spoken of a “vertical causality” (as descent, fall... 
of the Idea) in the sensible world according to Platonism, and of a “horizontal 
causality” as “eduction of the form from a potentiality of form” in “physical 
becoming” according to Aristotelianism””’. 


Ben, FABRO, PC, 161. Fabro’s connection between ousia and entitas is 
based on J. Owens’ work. 

'°8 C_ FABRO, PC, 162. 

'° C. FABRO, PC, 631. 

°° C. FABRO, PC, 632-633. 
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Fabro’s analysis of Aristotelian being (6v - etvat), found in PC, was 
continued in a 1960 article in which he considers the foundation of 
Thomistic metaphysics””’. In it, Fabro looks at Aristotle, Boethius and 
Avicenna and how each contributed to some degree to St. Thomas’s notion 
of “esse”””*. Under the title: “Aristotle: Dialectic of abstract and concrete”, 
Fabro analyzes three texts which deal with the problem of esse. We will 
consider the first and third text. 

The first text is the following: “to 6€ tL €otLY &vOpwTOc Kat TO EtvaL 
&vOpwiov &AAo” (Posterior analytics, Il, 7, 92, b 10). At first glance, 
Aristotle’s text seems to be a clear indication of the distinction between 
essence and esse. Aristotle recognizes that in order to be able to know the 
essence of something, one must first know its existence: “in fact, one thing 
is essence-man, another existence-man”-’°. While essence is expressed in 
the definition, existence is the object of perception and demonstration; the 
diversity of the two objects, essence and existence, involve two different 
forms of knowledge. “The Aristotelian context is clear: the way to know 
existence is diverse from the way to know essence, since existence is a ‘fact’ 
which is proved, by the senses and demonstration, essence is an intelligible 
content”, The text in question definitely indicates two “noetically” 
distinct objects, and it is clear that Aristotle distinguishes the content of the 
essence of a thing from the “fact” of its existence. Yet, at the same time, 
Fabro points out that the Aristotelian distinction does not rise to the level of 
the Thomistic demand for the “transcendental composition of ens’’. In other 
words, the ultimate metaphysical ratio for the Aristotelian distinction 
between “essence and existence has its authentic foundation in the 


OG. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”’, TPM, 165- 
222. 

MO , FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”, TPM, 166: 
“From the beginning, St. Thomas affirms that ens is composed of essence and esse 
as two really distinct principles (according to a relation of act and potency) unlike 
God who is Pure Act as Ipsum Esse Subsistens. The distinction between essence 
and esse, THUS CONCEIVED, is recognized as an ‘absolute novelty’ with respect 
to his predecessors and therefore also with regard to those Sources in which the 
Thomistic position finds inspiration. It is true that St. Thomas shows and seems to 
attribute such a distinction to the Sources, but that pertains to the type of his 
hermeneutic with is of a synthetic nature, founded on the principle “secundum quod 
sequitur ad principia alicuius’. 

a Os FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 167. 

aE. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 167. 
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celebrated Thomistic distinction of essence and esse’. St. Thomas’s 


commentary on the Aristotelian text”? highlights the need to come to the 
contrast between God, who is esse per essentiam, and the creature, who is 
ens per participationem. Fabro concludes that such a “contrast is completely 
absent in the text and context of the entire Aristotelian opus; because the 
esse of Aristotle’s ens has an ontic-existential meaning (to etvar GvOpwtov) 
and ontological-formal meaning (tO tL €otLv tvOpwmoc) and not a 
transcendental one, it does not rise to the fundamental metaphysical 
Diremtion according to which esse is the determination of the divine 
essence”””’, Aristotle certainly contributed to the formation of the Thomistic 
concept of esse, but only indirectly””’. Fabro holds that St. Thomas’s 
application of Aristotle’s text to the distinction between essence and esse is 
due to St. Thomas’s own synthesis and not to the Aristotelian context. 

The third text is from De Anima, Ul, 4, 429 b 10-13: “Now, as 
dimension is one thing and the being of dimension another, and as water is 
one thing and the being water another, and so with many other things (but 


ae, FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 168. 

206 Tn IT Post. Anal., lect. 6, n. 3-4: “Sed aliud est quod quid est homo, et esse 
hominem: in solo enim primo essendi principio, quod est essentialiter ens, ipsum 
esse et quidditas eius est unum et idem; in omnibus autem aliis, quae sunt entia per 
participationem, oportet quod sit aliud esse et quidditas entis. Non est ergo 
possibile quod eadem demonstratione demonstret aliquis quid est et quia est. 
Secundam rationem ponit ibi: postea et per demonstrationem etc.; quae talis est. 
Secundum commune sapientum dictum, necessarium est quod omne, idest totum 
quod per demonstrationem demonstratur, sit ipsum quia est, nisi forte aliquis dicat 
quod hoc ipsum quia est sit substantia alicuius rei. Hoc autem est impossibile. Hoc 
enim ipsum quod est esse, non est substantia vel essentia alicuius rei in genere 
existentis. Alioquin oporteret quod hoc quod dico ens esset genus, quia genus est 
quod praedicatur de aliquo in eo quod quid. Ens autem non est genus, ut probatur 
in II] Metaph.. Et propter hoc etiam Deus, qui est suum esse, non est in genere”’. 
My italics. 

ne. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 168. 

208 See C. FABRO, NMP, 337: “In Aristotle one does not find an affirmation 
of the real distinction between essence and the act of being. [...] but from this it 
does not follow that Aristotelianism is positively contrary to that distinction. From 
our research it follows that Aristotelianism is not only open to an ulterior 
specification of that type, but also furnishes the most important elements for it 
under the systematic aspect: no one had, more than Aristotle, placed in evidence 
the characteristics of concrete and abstract, and conceived the concrete as “synolon’ 
of act and potency’. 
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not all things, for in certain things ‘flesh’ is the same as ‘being flesh’) 
accordingly it discriminates either by some other [faculty] or by the same 
faculty differently disposed”. In the text, Aristotle distinguishes two modes 
of knowing the essence, which correspond to two modes of being of 
material essences: “By way of sensible matter, the essence is multiplied in 
the individuals and is laden with individual properties, while the essence as 
such only comprehends the principles of the species and of the 
definition”’”. In the latter, the essence as such expresses the abstract 
content or second substance, while in the former, the concrete essence and 
first substance contains the individuated, sensible matter. One can say that 
either two distinct objects are dealt with or that the same object is dealt with 
according to intentional planes that involve diverse contents: one that is 
purely intelligible, the other that pertains to sensible experience. There are 
two modes of knowing and two respective knowing powers: by his intellect, 
man knows the essence of flesh, water, etc.; by his senses, man reaches the 
sensible flesh and sensible water. The intellect does not only comprehend 
the universal, but can know the singular in a reflexive movement, in which 
the intellect “comes to the senses”, i.e. in which the inferior forms of 
knowledge are subordinated to the intellect”'°. Fabro writes: 


In this knowledge, the presence of existence is not completely absent, since 
every consideration of the real bears directly or indirectly on the sphere of 
existence: the Aristotelian-Thomistic distinction between first substance and 
second substance, between flesh as it is in nature in the contingent sphere of 
experience, the object of the senses, and the essence of flesh which is the 
immobile object of the intellect, has at its back, the distinction between a 
certain reality in se well determined in the constellation of experience and the 
abstract concept of this reality. This distinction between abstract and concrete 
can be called the distinction between essence and existence which is common 
to almost all philosophies, realistic or idealistic, whether they admit creation or 
not: for [non-]creationistic philosophies the distinction is founded above all on 
the two modes of knowledge, as Plato and Aristotle affirm, one the promoter of 
extrinsicism, the latter of formal intrinsicism; for the creationistic philosophies 
the distinction is founded above all on the free act of creation by which God 
has made the essences pass from the state of possibility to reality. The 
Thomistic position surpasses both insofar as it reaches the metaphysical 


saa @ FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 171. 
710 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 
171. 
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reflection of absolute esse as pure, intensive act: synthesis of immanence and 


211 
transcendence’ . 


The lack of proper emergence of esse in Aristotelian thought has 
consequences on the gnoseological plane. Content prevails over act 
throughout much of the history of Western philosophy: “In the Western 
Tradition — beginning with Plato and Aristotle — to know is primarily and 
especially ‘to objectify’ that is to ensure for the subject a content that is the 
‘material’ to be treated, manipulated, systematized... for the purposes of 
science and life. Thus ‘content’ has prevailed over act in such a way that act 
has been conceived and outlined a priori in function of content, or in order 
to guarantee the grasp of content by consciousness”. 

Fabro mellows his critique of Aristotle by admitting that to ask 
Aristotle for an emergence of esse as act of all acts without a proper notion 
of creation is asking too much. For Aristotle, essence is always seen in act 
and, therefore, existence is not a problem. Matter and the world are eternal 
and, therefore, uncreated. This has consequences regarding the nature of 
God: 


Yet for Aristotelian thought, which rises above the myth of origins and does 
not recognize the problem of creation, existence has no meaning in itself. 
Being means always and only an essence as actualized; spiritual and 
incorruptible essences are always actual, while material essences pass from 
potency to act in the eternal cycle of generation and corruption. On the other 
hand, since ideas or pure forms do not exist in themselves, temporal existence 
is the only reality proper to material essences; to speak about the existence of 
“separate Ideas” is “to use empty words and poetical metaphors’. For this 
reason, and because the world was viewed as eternal and matter uncreated, 
Greek thought gave maximum significance to existence as the unique form for 
real being. In such a context, God himself exists to the extent that His essence 
is an act like the property of an essence, or as a pure act of understanding; this 


distinguishes Him from other substances and forms”"’. 


pas 6 FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 172- 
173. I have added “[non-]” to the text as Fabro seems to be making a contrast 
rather than repeating two creation-based theories. 

*12 C. FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse and the Ground of 
Metaphysics”, International Philosophical Quarterly 6 (1966), 401. 

°C. FABRO, “Existence”, 721. 
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Fabro’s ending reference to Book A (XII) of Aristotle’s Metaphysics 
clarifies Aristotle’s concept of God as “thought thinking thought” and how 
this remains at the level of form: “Aristotle admits immaterial beings, 
intelligences that move the spheres, and Pure Thought, but in the end, these 
remain forms, forms without matter [...]. God who is ‘véno.c voroews 
vonois’ (Metaph. A, 7, 1074b, 34) can re-enter into the fundamental 
concept, insofar as he is the first form that is perfectly a se, sufficient and 
completely self-transparent in se: he is the highest form of knowing and 
knowing is, in turn, the most perfect form of being”?"*. 

However, Fabro does conclude on a positive note: although a proper 
emergence of eivat as act is not achieved by Aristotle, his notions of act and 
potency opened the way for later thinkers to come to an understanding of 


esse as the emergent act par excellence’”’. 


2.3.3 Aristotle’s notion of participation 


From a merely historical-critical point of view, the Aristotelian notion 
of “metaphysical” participation may be summed up very briefly. Fabro does 
so in a 1983 article: 


Pre-Socratic philosophy seems to ignore it, occupied principally with the 
relation between sensible experience (6d&«) and intelligible content (Adyoc). For 
Plato, however, as is well known, participation (ueté&ev; ueOeEc)"® expresses 
the nexus of the One and the many, of the sensible and the intelligible and 
offers, therefore, the key to knowledge. For Aristotle, on the contrary, to turn 
to participation in order to express the nexuses of the real and the plexus of 
truth is “empty talk and losing oneself in poetic metaphors” (Metaph. A, 9, 
991a 20)7"”. 


*'* C. FABRO, NMP, 335 

ma Os FABRO, “Dall’ente di Aristotele all’ esse di S. Tommaso (II), TPM, 86: 
“If it is true that the emergence of Parmenides’ ens-esse-unum is lost in the 
Socratic systems and in Western thought in favor of form or essence as the 
principle constitutive of ens (possible or real), Aristotle has still introduced the 
copula of act and potency and opened the way for the conception of esse as actus 
essendi, as the absolute emergent act. However, there still remains the fact that for 
Aristotle and for all of formalistic metaphysics, eivat signifies and is only with and 
by means of the essence: civat by itself is not and does not signify anything”. 

*I6 Rabro’s footnote: See Phaed. 83 A, Parm. 131 A, Rep. 402 C. 

*I7 ©, FABRO, “Appunti per un itinerario”, 19. See “Participation”, 1042: “In 
opposition to the Platonic imitation of a transcendent ideal, Aristotle insisted on the 
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In NMP, however, Fabro takes a critical-speculative approach and considers 
Aristotle’s notion of participation as a source for Thomistic participation. 
This consideration is of considerable metaphysical import and may be 
summarized in three points: Aristotelian participation and the Fourth Way; 
participation and form; and God as pure intellect and ultimate good and the 
Thomistic doctrine of divine exemplarism. 

First, Fabro holds that the most important Aristotelian text on the 
relationship of total dependence of the creature on the Creator is found in 
Metaphysics, «, 1, 993b 24: 


A thing has a quality in a higher degree than other things if in virtue of it the 
similar quality belongs to the other things (e.g. fire is the hottest of things; for 
it is the cause of the heat of all other things); so that that which causes 
derivative truths to be true is most true. Therefore the principles of eternal 
things must be always most true; for they are not merely sometimes true, nor is 
there any cause of their being, but they themselves are the cause of the being of 
other things, so that as each thing is in respect of being, so is it in respect of 
truth””. 


The text is referenced throughout Aquinas’ works: the Fourth Way and the 
demonstration of creation depend on some of the principles contained in 
219 
it 

The second instance of Aristotelian participation in St. Thomas’s 
thought deals with substantial form. For Aristotle, that which gives act and 


immanence of concrete forms and on the true causality of particular causes on 
particular effects. Aristotle did not deny the existence of spiritual substances, 
intelligences, or souls in celestial bodies (Cael. 285a 29-30), but his insistence on 
physical cauality distinguished his doctrine from Platonic participation. The 
apparent impasse was solved in two ways. Pure Aristotelians such as Alexander of 
Aphrodisias explained participation by means of causality, while neoplatonists 
admitted the necessity of causality within the framework of participation. This 
latter approach was more influential in Christian thought”. 

*I8 ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, «, 1, 933b 24-30. 

219 Summa contra Gentiles, I, ch. 13: “Potest etiam alia ratio colligi ex verbis 
Aristotelis. In II enim Metaphys. ostendit quod ea quae sunt maxime vera, sunt et 
maxime entia. In IV autem Metaphys. ostendit esse aliquid maxime verum, ex hoc 
quod videmus duorum falsorum unum altero esse magis falsum, unde oportet ut 
alterum sit etiam altero verius; hoc autem est secundum approximationem ad id 
quod est simpliciter et maxime verum. Ex quibus concludi potest ulterius esse 
aliquid quod est maxime ens”. 
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being to substance is properly and only the form, and under this aspect, the 
Philosopher calls the form “something divine and desirable”. St. Thomas 
incorporates this conception into Platonic-Christian participation: “The form 
is nothing else than a participation of the divine similitude in things. 
Wherefore Aristotle, speaking of the form, in I Phys., rightly says that form 
is something divine and desirable”””’. In his commentary on the text in 
question, Aquinas writes: “Form is something divine and very good and 
desirable. It is divine because every form is a certain participation in the 
likeness of the divine being, which is pure act. For each thing, insofar as it is 
in act, has form’?”!, According to Fabro the relationship between form and 
God does not constitute another line of participation between the creature 
and God, but rather, “the substantial form that gives being and the proper 
ontological degree to bodies, is like a splendor that God irradiates in things, 
in which, by the form, one can find a ‘vestige’ of the infinite divine 
perfections”””’. 

Thirdly, Fabro considers Aristotle’s determination of God as “thought 
thinking thought” (which enables St. Thomas to make Aristotle sustainer of 
divine exemplarism and to critique the Platonic theory of “separate” 
subsistences) and as the ultimate term of movement and every desire. With 
these two Aristotelian principles, St. Thomas resolves the Platonic problem 
of the subsistence of the Ideas and the Neo-Platonic problem of the 
Intelligences and other ontological intermediaries between the divine act 
and the production ad extra of creatures”, 

Thus, we see that there are “suggestions” in the Aristotelian text that 
Aquinas elaborates into his own theory of participation. Fabro holds that, in 
his more mature works, St. Thomas maintains that the Platonic and 
Aristotelian notions of participation are quasi-equivalent, yet distinct. 


The Platonic notion, fundamentally “logical”, supposes that the “many” are 
seen to agree in “one” common formality, which is posited “per se” as the 
logical-ontological reason for the multitude; the Aristotelian notion, on the 
other hand, ulteriorly deepens in this “formal community” and seeks in it the 


220 Summa contra Gentiles, UI, ch. 97: “Necesse est quod forma nihil sit 
aliud quam divina similitudo participata in rebus; unde convenienter Aristoteles, in 
I Physic., de forma loquens, dicit quod est divinum quoddam et appetibile”. 

*! In I Phys., lect. 15, n. 135: “Omnis forma est quaedam participatio 
similitudinis divini esse, quod est actus purus: unumquodque enim in tantum est 
actu in quantum habet formam”. 

22 C_ FABRO, NMP, 70. 

* See C. FABRO, NMP, 72. See also In Librum De Causis, lect. 10. 
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ultimate metaphysical reason. The “formal community” in a rigorous sense, is 
only had in the logical order of definition and in a certain sense even in the 
physical order of corporeal beings, when the “many” (individuals) realize “ex 
aequo”’ the same, specific reason. But when we are dealing with the formalities 
that are properly transcendental, of Being, of the True, of the Good, etc., the 
“community” must be “secundum analogiam’, namely, proportional, according 
to different degrees and modes. From this it derives that between logical 
thought and metaphysical thought there is the generation of a sort of “tension” 
of relations: on the one hand the “substantia” should be conceived to consist in 
the complete possession of the form, and that in itself therefore cannot be 
subject to a “magis et minus’, to an ontological intension or remission; and, on 
the other hand, all the formalities and modes of being, can be ordered 
according to a “magis et minus” of perfection, with respect to a “maximum” 
that is God himself, and it is due to this “magis et minus” that they differ one 


224 
from another”. 


For Aristotle, forms and species are “like numbers”, for if one adds or 
subtracts a unit from a number it is no longer that same number, but changes 
species. “Thus, the species, as such, do not present any interior dialectic in 
the predicamental order, since Socrates is not more a ‘man’ than Plato, there 
cannot be a ‘separated humanity’ in relation to which both Socrates and 
Plato, can be called men, ‘secundum magis et minus’” °5_ This notion of 
sensible substance, far from hindering the dialectic of participation, 
furnishes it a solid base in the predicamental order. There is an Aristotelian 
hierarchy of beings which goes from matter (pure potency) to God (Pure 
Act). This founds a dialectic which ascends from the imperfect to the 
perfect. St. Thomas takes the Aristotelian principle and places it in relation 
to the metaphysics of quality, which can vary in the same subject secundum 
intensionem et remissionem. From this, Aquinas “gathers the principle that 
what occurs in the closed field of a predicamental quality with respect to 
univocal participants, is proportionally verified in the field of transcendental 
formalities with respect to analogous participants”””°. 

Fabro concludes that the Aristotelian notion of metaphysical 
participation is involves a “Dialectic of Imperfection and Perfection”. 


For Aristotle, the notion of participation is found in the fact that a formality is 
found, in nature, realized in different modes and degrees, according to “prius et 


4 C_FABRO, NMP, 72. 
25 C_ FABRO, NMP, 72. 
26 C_FABRO, NMP, 74. 
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posterius’, a “magis et minus” of perfection: this is not possible unless 
inasmuch as something in fact exists that has that formality in all its formal 
fullness, in which the other beings participate to a greater or lesser degree, to 
the degree to which they are more or less close to it”””. 


Such is the Aristotelian contribution to the dialectic of participation at the 
heart of the Fourth Way and demonstration of creation. 


2.3.4 Aristotle’s contributions to the Thomistic doctrine of analogy 


In PC, Fabro expounds on Aristotle’s five contributions to the 
Thomistic doctrine of analogy: 1) the immanence of form; 2) the 
multiplicity of meanings of ens; 3) the mode of reducing the meanings of 
ens to ovova; 4) the doctrine of act and potency; and 5) the transcendentality 
of ens. Fabro’s explanation of each of these contributions will later help us 
understand his thought on the role of analogy in the “reductio ad unum” 
characteristic of metaphysical reflection. 

Aristotle overcame Platonic separatism through the immanence of 
form: Due to his theory on the vertical participation of forms by the sensible 
world, Plato was unable to escape the problem of univocal, formal content 
yet made steps towards a theory of real equivocity between the separate Idea 
and the sensible, concrete being. Aristotle’s first contribution to the 
Thomistic doctrine of analogy, then, was in affirming “the immanence of 
the form predicated in the subject and the insufficiency of the formal, 
extrinsic attribution of Platonic participation”. At the same time, the 
Aristotelian critique of Plato’s doctrine has its limits: “that of not having 
recognized an intrinsic participation within the immanence of the form, 
which is the true foundation of analogy”. As we will see, the role of 
univocal participation at the predicamental level (metaphysical contrariety 
secundum magis et minus) is one of the principal arguments of Fabro’s 
NMP. 

“Being is said in many ways”: Aristotle’s second contribution is his 
affirmation that being is said in many ways (td dv ToAAWyd> A€yatoL)””. 
Fabro argues that Aristotle’s analogy of being is geared towards the 
predicamental sphere since it is an expression of the relationship between 
ovo. and its properties or passions (accidents). For Aristotle, obo.a is ens as 


27 C_FABRO, NMP, 119. 
28 C_FABRO, PC, 487. 
°° ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, C', 2, 1003b 3. 
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such; the attributes and accidents are only indirectly ens in regard to the 
substance. Ens as ovo.w is the unifying principle of Aristotelian 
metaphysical speculation: consequently, the metaphysician seeks to know 
the causes of substance and its modifications. Analogy maintains the unity 
of the predication of being and solves the problem of the unity of 
metaphysic’s genus subiectum. The predication of ens is neither completely 
identical in its various meanings (univocal), nor is it completely different 
(equivocal). Ens occupies the intermediate position of analogy, which, in 
turn, suggests the “relation” of participation. As St. Thomas writes: 


Sometimes [ens] is predicated of them according to meanings which are partly 
different and partly not (different inasmuch as they imply different 
relationships, and the same inasmuch as these different relationships are 
referred to one and the same thing), and then it is said “to be predicated 
analogously”, i.e., proportionally, according as each one by its own 
relationship is referred to that one same thing”. 


What suggests the reduction to the unity of being is the “mode of having” 
being”: thus, on the one hand, the substance has being per se and is 
undoubtedly ens, on the other hand, the accidents (considered per se) are 
only entia insofar as they pertain to the substance. Accidents have being in 
another. In light of this, Fabro notes that in the reduction to unity of 
univocals and analogates, the commonness of univocal predication is 
founded on the unity of a concept, while the unity of analogical predication 
ought to come to one, unique reality: for ens, this is substance. 
Consequently, beings of reason, negations, privations, motion and change, 
qualities and quantities are called “beings” only in reference to substance, 
since it gives meaning to all these other modes, providing the foundation of 
being to the mode of reality which belongs to it’. In this way, “the 
reduction of the absolute and relative, negative and positive modes of being 
to substance constitutes the most original nucleus of the Aristotelian 


*%0 In IV Metaph., lect. 1, n. 535: “Quandoque vero secundum rationes quae 
partim sunt diversae et partim non diversae: diversae quidem secundum quod 
diversas habitudines important, unae autem secundum quod ad unum aliquid et 
idem istae diversae habitudines referuntur; et illud dicitur analogice praedicari, 
idest proportionaliter, prout unumquodque secundum suam habitudinem ad illud 
unum refertur”’. 

**! See C. FABRO, PC, 489. 

> See C. FABRO, PC, 489. 
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metaphysics of the concrete”***. At the same time, the limit of Aristotle’s 
proposal lies in having stopped his reflections at substance (otota) — as the 
concrete synolon of being — and not having delved further into the 
foundation of ens on ipsum esse. 

The mode of reduction to substance “secundum prius et posterius”: 
Aristotle’s third contribution to the Thomistic doctrine of analogy concerns 
the mode of the reduction of the analogates to the princeps analogatum 
according to a secundum prius et posterius”**; 1.e., the notion of being is 
first said of substance, which, according to Aquinas, is composed of essence 
and esse and then of accidents, which depend on the substance’*’. The 
substance, thanks to the “actual intensity” of the form, is the principle of the 
derivation of the secondary principles of being, which are the attributes, the 
relations and the accidents according to a relationship of intrinsic 
dependence**®. In the relationship between substance and accidents one 
speaks of a predication according to analogy by means of a reduction to one 
“unique” principle. M. Pangallo comments on Fabro’s text as follows: “In 
other words, the substance is the principle from which the analogy of 
proportionality takes on meaning, by which it is possible that the 
predicaments receive ontological and semantic consistency according to a 
likeness proportioned to substance. Thus, the accidents only have a 
definition per posterius, i.e, in dependence on the definition of the 
substance””>”. 


ae FABRO, PC, 490. See In IV Metaph., lect. 1, n. 542: “Quartum autem 
genus est quod est perfectissimum, quod scilicet habet esse in natura absque 
admixtione privationis, et habet esse firmum et solidum, quasi per se existens, sicut 
sunt substantiae. Et ad hoc sicut ad primum et principale omnia alia referuntur. 
Nam qualitates et quantitates dicuntur esse, inquantum insunt substantiae; motus et 
generationes, inquantum tendunt ad substantiam vel ad aliquid praedictorum; 
privationes autem et negationes, inquantum removent aliquid trium praedictorum”’. 

°¥4 See In V Metaph., lect. 1, n. 749. 

**° See C. FABRO, PC, 491. 

°° See C. FABRO, PC, 491. To reiterate this point Fabro quotes In VII 
Metaph., lect. 4, n. 1334: “Propter hoc enim quod omnia alia praedicamenta habent 
rationem entis a substantia, ideo modus entitatis substantiae, scilicet esse quid, 
participatur secundum quamdam similitudinem proportionis in omnibus allis 
praedicamentis; ut dicamus, quod sicut animal est quid hominis, ita color albedinis, 
et numerus dualitatis; et ita dicimus qualitatem habere quid non simpliciter, sed 
huius”. 

37 M. PANGALLO, II principio di causalita nella metafisica di S. Tommaso, 
161. 
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The doctrine of act and potency: The fourth Aristotelian contribution, 
that of the doctrine of act and potency, which clarifies the precise 
relationship between the substantial principles within the essence (matter 
and form) and between the substance and its own accidents. In this, we see 
that the doctrine of act and potency is essential to that of analogy. As we 
will see in Fabro’s Metaphysica, the first division of ens is that of substance 
and accidents; the second, that of act and potency, “is more profound and, 
thus, theoretically is ultimate and resolutive for Aristotle””**, The reason for 
this is that “if being pertains to the substance ‘per prius’, this is because act 
belongs first to the substance from which the accidents derive their proper 
reality and actuality””*”. According to his habitual method, Aristotle reduces 
the multiplicity of potencies to active potency and active potency to the act 
of operation. Consequently, Aristotle’s ontology closes in upon the 
consistency of the substance and the being-in-act of active potency. As a 
confirmation of this, Fabro points out that at the height of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, Book A, God as Pure Act concerns the being-in-act of his 
form, without any determination of God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens: “God is 
the pure Act of thought, but not esse subsistens or esse per essentiam’. For 
Aristotle, act is only the being-in-act of a form or operative potencies. God, 
then, is the most perfect and immutable act of thought of the most perfect 
power: thought of thought”, Because Aristotle lacks the doctrine of actus 
essendi, Fabro argues, there is no attempt by Aristotle to establish an 
“analogy” — in the sense of likeness or similitude — between God and the 
world or between the world and God. Fabro concludes this point by 
contrasting the limits inherent in Aristotelianism with the Thomistic 
proposal of a reductio ad unum of all beings to Being; for St. Thomas is 
able to affirm to the radical dependence of the created on the Creator 
according to “transcendental causality” and “transcendental analogy”. 


38 C_ FABRO, PC, 493. 

39 C_FABRO, PC, 493. 

4 See C. FABRO, PC, 493 and ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, A, 7, 1072a 31ff. 

*4! C. FABRO, PC, 493: “A finished metaphysical doctrine of analogy is that 
which can continue the application of “dependence” in the relation of creature and 
God — as has already been done in the relation of substance and accidents — hence 
to be able to arrive to the reduction “ad unum’ of all beings to Being, according to 
the principle of Parmenides, namely, of the finite to the Infinite, of contingents to 
the Absolute. Since Thomistic esse is lacking in Aristotelian philosophy [...], 
transcendental causality is also lacking in Aristotelianism, both efficient, formal 
and final: God cannot, for Aristotle, love the world which he did not make and if 
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“Ens non est genus’. Aristotle’s fifth contribution to the Thomistic 
doctrine of analogy is found in the principle: “ens is not a genus”*"?. Thanks 
to its transcendentality, ens is immanent to all its particular determinations. 
Such determinations do not “divide” ens as differences divide a genus”. 
This unlimited “openness” of being — transcending every genus and species 
— constitutes the condition for its analogical predication”™*. After an 
excursus on the antithesis between the logical relationship of difference and 
genus and the metaphysical-logical relationship of species-genus, Fabro 
considers the two forms of predication: univocal-logical predication and 
analogical-metaphysical predication. In spite of this twofold predication, 
Fabro notes that there is only one way of having an act or form in the sphere 
of the finite: according to participation. Participation, in turn, is twofold: 
“There is predicamental participation for the individuals of a species and for 
the species of a genus, and there is the transcendental participation of finite 
(corporeal or spiritual) beings with respect to Esse per essentiam’”””, 
Predicamental participation (logical-metaphysical relationship) can be 
considered univocally (from the logical point of view) or analogically (from 
the metaphysical point of view). Because of this, “predicamental 
participation constitutes the bridge of metaphysical conjunction or 
mediation between the logical-ontological predicamental order and the 
transcendental metaphysical order”** Logical commonness demands 
formal identity. Participation, on the other hand, indicates the excedence of 
the participated over the participant in a “passage to the limit”, such that the 


the world is said to tend to God as to the object that is the loved term, love is in the 
creatures that tend and not in God who knows himself alone. Therefore, there is no 
place for transcendental analogy”. 

* ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, B, 3, 998b 22. 

*43 See In III Metaph., lect. 8, n. 433. 

“4 J. A. Sayes summarizes Fabro’s reflections on the importance of this 
“transcendentality” of Thomistic ens when he writes: “It was this transcendentality 
of ens that broke the closed univocity of the predicamental order. There is a 
univocal predication which is that of the species with respect to the individual and 
that of the genus with respect to that of the species; but this univocity in the logical 
order contrasts with the real differentiation which is found in reality between the 
different species of a genus and the different individuals of a species. For this 
reason, predicamental participation points toward a transcendental analogy which, 
in St. Thomas, is founded on the participation of finite beings in esse per 
essentiam” (Existencia de Dios y conocimiento humano, 101). 

45 C_FABRO, PC, 496. 

46 C_FABRO, PC, 496. 
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participated transcends the participant and does not enter into its 
definition’. The species does not “add” to the genus, the difference does 
determine the genus by specifying it and is its formal actuation: “For species 
are not related to a genus as a property (passio) of that genus, but as 
something essentially the same as that genus” aid 

Logical-univocal predication does not close off further reflection on 
predicamental being. This is because the logical-semantic aspect is founded 
on and derived from the real-ontological aspect. In Aristotle’s doctrine of 
being, the multiplicity and variety of meanings are “ordered” insofar as each 
one is related to and seen to be dependent on a real and formal principle of 
the common predication. For Aristotle, the various meanings of being are 
referred to the principle ens which is oto.a: “The Aristotelian doctrine of 
being starts from the form and returns to the form and thus is expressed in 
the doctrine of the substance according to the closed circle of the synolon; 
God himself is supreme Being as absolute spiritual form, an intelligence that 
enjoys perfect and eternal life [...], completely separated from the finite that 
he has neither created nor can know and love”*”’. This limit is due to not 
understanding the esse of creation; thus, all hope of breaking the formal 
univocity of the substance is gone. In Aristotelianism, the singular substance 
is the only real foundation for all analogical predication and this is done 
only according to horizontal proportionality according to the mathematical 
model (identity of relations)’. The analogy of the other categories to 
substance is reabsorbed into the univocity of the substance itself. 
Consequently, “any use of participation in the predicamental or 
transcendental order is a ‘poetical metaphor’ without content”. In 


*7 See C. FABRO, PC, 496. In VII Metaph., lect. 3, n. 1328: “Ea de quibus 
genus praedicatur secundum participationem, non possunt definiri per illud genus, 
nisi sit de essentia illius definiti. Sicut ferrum ignitum, de quo ignis per 
participationem praedicatur, non definitur per ignem, sicut per genus; quia ferrum 
non est per essentiam suam ignis, sed participat aliquid eius. Genus autem non 
praedicatur de speciebus per participationem, sed per essentiam. Homo enim est 
animal essentialiter, non solum aliquid animalis participans. Homo enim est quod 
verum est animal”. 

*8 See C. FABRO, PC, 496. In VII Metaph., lect. 3, n. 1328: “Species enim 
non se habent ad genus sicut propria generis passio; sed sicut id quod est per 
essentiam idem generi”. 

*” C. FABRO, PC, 497. 

*°0 See M. PANGALLO, II principio di causalita nella metafisica di S. 
Tommaso, 163. 

*! C, FABRO, PC, 497. 
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Aristotelianism, “being has a ‘functional meaning’ as being-in-act of the 
substance and not a ‘constitutive meaning’ as ‘act of being of the substance’ 
by which it is called first act, act of all acts as St. Thomas intends””>”. M. 
Pangallo holds that Fabro is arguing that the reduction of being to the being- 
in-act of the singular substance implies the reduction of analogy to a 
technique of predication which expresses the multiplicity of formal, 
immanent relations between substances and their accidental categories”*, 

Fabro concludes the subsection we are considering by highlighting the 
limits of the Aristotelian proposal and the doctrinal consequences of 
resolving ens-esse into the being-in-act of substance: first, the Aristotelian 
analogy of accidents to substance is of an ontic nature and not a 
metaphysical one insofar as it gathers the “onto-logical” dispersion of ens 
into a certain unity; second, because Aristotelianism is exhausted in the 
foundation of form and reduction of ens to the reality of substance, the 
predicamental act of substantial form (its being-in-act) is given primacy 
instead of actus essendi; consequently, for Aristotelianism, “esse as that 
purely functional act does not attain the sphere of a tp@tov-€oyatov which is 
the principle of resolution and therefore a principle of foundation of every 
truth and reality brought to its fundament””™". 


ok ok ok 


In brief, Fabro’s interpretation of Aristotle highlights some of 
Aristotle’s key contributions to St. Thomas’s thought: in particular, the key 
concepts of act as perfection and potency as capacity for perfection. 
Aristotle also argues for the emergence or priority of act over potency and 
links act with form or essence. Fabro, along with Owens and other 
Thomists, holds that Aristotle completely identifies form and act, inhibiting 
any possible emergence of ctvat as act of ens. For this reason, Fabro faults 


°° C, FABRO, PC, 497. 

*°3 See M. PANGALLO, II principio di causalita nella metafisica di S. 
Tommaso, 163. See C. Fabro, PC, 497: “In the Aristotelian position (and others 
close to it) the reality of being is convoyed in the actuality of substance and it is, 
for this reason, that it is called the proper effect of the ‘form’ which is placed, then, 
at the center of ens as principle and term of action and as the scope of the agent: 
being is the logical copula and is the existential actuality and, for this reason, is 
revealed in both these moments as a ‘derivation’ of the being in act of the form as 
substance in which one fulfills metaphysical resolution”. 

54 C_FABRO, PC, 498. 
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Aristotle for attributing a certain meaninglessness to etvat when taken by 
itself, thus further contributing to the forgetfulness of Parmenidean civat. 
Consequently, Aristotle is said to stop his metaphysical reflection at év and 
ovota and is unable to pose the radical questions concerning creation ex 
nihilo and the metaphysical determination of God as Esse per essentiam and 
the creature as ens per participationem. 


2.4 Esse and participation in Neo-platonism 


One of the central arguments of Fabro’s NMP is that a substantial part 
of St. Thomas’ metaphysics is indebted to Neo-Platonism and that it is 
improper to characterize St. Thomas’s metaphysics as a mere continuation 
of Aristotle. Some of the hermeneutical keys in Fabro’s interpretation are 
the following. 

First, Fabro holds that Thomistic esse is original and, therefore, 
irreducible to Aristotelian thought or to the Neo-Platonic tradition. In a 
recent article, entitled “Studies on Thomistic Ontology: Status Quaestionis” 
(1995), G. Ventimiglia outlines three generations of thought on Thomistic 
esse, with particular emphasis on the relationship between St. Thomas and 
his Neo-Platonic sources”. Ventimiglia clarifies that even though there is a 
certain correspondence between the three “generations” and the years pre- 
1930, 1930-1959, post-1960, he uses the term “generation” in the sense of 
“three different ways of understanding Thomistic esse which succeeded 
[one another] in time”**°. The “understandings” of the three generations are: 
1) Thomistic esse is simply that of Aristotle; 2) Thomistic esse is actus 
essendi, an absolutely original notion both with respect to Aristotle and the 
Neo-platonic tradition (though heavily influenced by the latter); 3) 
Thomistic esse is not original and elaborated completely within the realm of 
the Neo-platonic tradition®’. R. Garrigou-Lagrange, F. Olgiati, A. 
Sertillanges, G. Manser and A. Forest are representative of the “first 
generation”. Fabro is placed in the “second generation”, along with E. 
Gilson, L.-B. Geiger, L. Raeymaker and J. de Finance. “Third generation” 


*° See G. VENTIMIGLIA, “Gli studi sull’ontologia tomista: status 


quaestionis”’, Aquinas 38 (1995), 63-96. 

°° G. VENTIMIGLIA, “Gli studi sull’ontologia tomista: status quaestionis”, 
65: “Tre modi diversi di intendere |’essere di Tommaso che si sono succeduti nel 
tempo”. 
*7 See G. VENTIMIGLIA, “Gli studi sull’ontologia tomista: status 


quaestionis’’, 65. 
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authors include C. de Vogel, W. Beierwaltes and K. Kremer. In the 
conclusion to his article, Ventimiglia notes Fabro’s critique of Kremer’s 
unjustified identification of Ipsum Esse Subsistens and esse commune in the 
Thomistic opus”*, yet expounds on some latent problems, not dealt with by 
Fabro, that were brought to light by E. Berti?” 

Second, towards the beginning of his article on Kremer’s work, Die 
neuplatonische Seinsphilosophie und ihre Wirkung auf Thomas von Aquin 
(1966), Fabro highlights some points of agreement with Kremer, two of 
which constitute hermeneutical keys in Fabro’s own interpretation: 1) First, 
“the necessity to go back not only to Plato and Aristotle, but to the neo- 
Platonic tradition in the Plotinus — Proclus — Pseudo-Dionysius line (and of 
the De Causis) in order to grasp its more proper speculative foundation”; 2) 
Second, “the urgency, therefore, to re-dimension the Aristotle-St. Thomas 
relationship in the sense of a ‘disengagement’ which is not a simple 
“continuation’ of Platonism and of historic Aristotelianism””™”. 

Third, Fabro holds that over the years St. Thomas matures from a 
more Aristotelian-Avicennian framework to a more Neo-Platonic 
framework in metaphysical matters*°’. To this end, Fabro often draws out 
contrasts between the arguments found in St. Thomas’s youthful works (For 
example, De ente et essentia) and those found in his mature works (De 
substantiis separatis), privileging the latter as St. Thomas’s definitive 
thought. 

Consequently, Fabro often argues that the principal sources for 
Thomistic intensive esse are Neo-Platonic authors and works, especially De 
Causis and De Divinis Nominibus. F. O’ Rourke has recently touched on this 
aspect of Fabro’s work in his book, Pseudo-Dionysius and the Metaphysics 
of Aquinas (1992). O’Rourke writes: “[I]t is under the inspiration of 
Dionysius that Aquinas passes, as Fabro puts it, from the semantic, 


258 See C. FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism: Convergencies 
and Divergencies”, The New Scholasticism 44 (1970), 69-100. 

*° See G. VENTIMIGLIA, “Gli studi sull’ontologia tomista: status 
quaestionis”’, 93. In particular, Berti asks not whether or not St. Thomas’s texts 
affirm or deny immanentism, but rather whether or not St. Thomas’s conception of 
esse justifies the real difference between Being and beings. Berti sustains that the 
Platonic and Neo-Platonic “ontology” are not able to guarantee the difference 
between Being and beings, that this is only possible in an Aristotelian perspective 
and that St. Thomas’s ontology is completely reducible (reconducibile) to Neo- 
Platonic ontology and hence is able to be accused of immanentism. 

20. FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 72. 

*°! See C. FABRO, PC, 171. 
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existential meaning of esse to esse in its intensive signification, a step 
which, according to Fabro, would constitute more and more profoundly the 
central axis of his metaphysics”. 

Fabro’s interpretation of Plotinus concentrates principally on his triad 
of Hypostases the One (Good), Intelligence, Soul. In his New Catholic 
Encyclopedia entry on “Participation” (1967), Fabro focuses on the first 
Hypostasis of Intellect and summarizes the Plotinus’ synthesis of Aristotle’s 
vovc and the Platonic Ideas as follows: 


Plotinus, the most eminent representative of Neoplatonism, clearly absorbs 
Aristotelian notions in his Platonic synthesis. In his celebrated doctrine of the 
three Hypostases (Mind, Soul, Life)”®*, Plotinus tried desperately to reduce the 
distance between transcendence and immanence. For him the votc of Aristotle 
coincided with the 6vtwe év of Plato since the Mind, the supreme principle of 
the world, cogitates a multiplicity of Ideas, which are the external exemplars of 
all reality and true knowledge. This multiplicity of Ideas cannot be derived 
from the sensible world, but from Mind itself. Thus Plato’s world of Ideas is 


localized by Plotinus in the votc of Aristotle™. 


After highlighting the placement of Platonic Ideas in the Aristotelian Nous, 
Fabro then deals with the Plotinian doctrine of emanation-procession which 


*© BO’ ROURKE, Pseudo-Dionysius and the Metaphysics of Aquinas, 111. 

*6 Tn this text, Fabro speaks of the three Hypostases as “Mind, Soul, Life” 
and not “Being, Intellect, Life” or “One, Intellect, Soul”. Fabro probably means 
“One-Intellect-Soul” rather than “Intellect-Soul-Life”’. 

**4 C. FABRO, “Participation”, 1043. For an updated (1974) translation and 
text, see /BID., “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 459: “Indeed, by the celebrated 
doctrine of the three Hypostases of Intellect, Soul, and Life, (vod<, wuxn, Cw), an 
attempt is made by Plotinus and Neoplatonism in general to reduce to a minimum 
the distance between transcendence and immanence. Thus Aristotle’s votc is made 
to coincide, as far as its contents is concerned, with Plato’s é6vtwe é6v, inasmuch as 
it itself is a multiplicity of ideas. Just as without the Ideas there is no true science or 
true reality, so without Intellect (Aristotle’s votc) there can be neither science nor 
reality. Intellect is, in effect, the supreme principle of the world inasmuch as, by 
thinking itself, it thinks of a ‘multiplicity.’ Without the multiple, thinking is indeed 
impossible. In turn, this multiplicity of ‘thoughts’ cannot be derived by Intellect 
from the sensible world but solely from itself. The existence of Plato’s Ideas (the 
ci6n vonte) is thus justified through a process whereby Aristotle is transformed, or 
rather overturned, by means of an Aristotelian principle”. 
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tries to articulate a causal relationship between the Ideas and sensible 
realities: 


The crucial problem of causality is solved by the doctrine of emanation 
(tpd060c) by means of the world soul, which fashions the world and everything 
in it according to the separated Ideas in Mind. Since for Plotinus the separated 
Ideas are endowed with specific quantities, qualities, movements, and rest, all 
sensible realities depend on the Ideas and derive from them their individual 


movements and appropriate changes of quantity and quality. 


Fabro’s article on “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad of 
Being, Life Intellect” (published in 1982, yet simply a translation of PC, 
273-294), draws attention to some of the difficulties inherent in 
understanding the Plotinian emanations-processions. Also, instead of 
specifying the three Plotinian Hypostases as “Intellect-Soul-Life” as he does 
in “Participation”, Fabro explains the hypostases more correctly as “One- 
Intellect-Soul”: 


It is not easy to orient oneself in the obscure forest of the Neoplatonic doctrine 
of “processions” (tpd060t), especially that of the first intelligible triad, so as to 
be able to determine the relations that the first three hypostases have both with 
the One and also among themselves. For Plotinus the order is as follows: there 
first comes the One, from which proceeds Intelligence, and from the latter 
proceeds the Soul, which serves as the intermediary between the Intelligence 
and matter. The One is also called the First (to tp@tov) and the Good 
(teéya86v) because everything depends on it and everything aspires to it in 
being, life, and thought. It is also called the Simple (to amAobv), the Absolute 
(tO adtatpyéc), and the Infinite (tO &netpov). The Intelligence contains the 
ideas (ctén) or pure forms, which are essences (ovotat) and real beings (t& 


*°° C. FABRO, “Participation”, 1043. For an updated (1974) translation and 
text, see IDEM., “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 459: “Once the obstacle of the 
‘separation’ (ywptoydc) of the Ideas from things is removed, Plotinus faces the 
difficulty offered by the lack of causality in the Ideas. He decides to resolve this 
through his doctrine of emanation (tpdo60c) and particularly through his doctrine 
of ‘World soul.’ He teaches that the Ideas, which proceed from nous, are given, as 
it were, to the matter of the soul, and that the soul, as a principle of movement, is 
also responsible for the origin and destruction of the things formed by the Ideas in 
matter. On the other hand, the Ideas themselves, according to Plotinus, are 
endowed with quality and quantity, motion and rest, so that sensible things depend 
on the Ideas, from which they derive their movements and changes of quality and 
quantity according to their nature’. 
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évtw¢ Ovtx). They are also the intelligibles which compose the intelligible 
world (kéop0¢ vontdc) itself. The universal Soul (4) Woy) 6An) or Anima mundi 
(ux tod Kdoyov), causes and contains in itself all the particular souls. The 
most important point for us is to determine whether the One and the Good is 
placed at the beginning of the series as the first of the three hypostases, or 
whether it remains in itself separated from every relation with that which 
proceeds forth. In Porphyry, who declared his fidelity to Plotinus, it seems that 
the triad does exclude from itself the One, which remains outside it as its very 


+ 266 
principle”. 


Lastly, Fabro’s 1970 article on Kremer’s work concentrates on 
Plotinian Being, interpreted as the “foundation” of all the Ideas. In this 
sense, the sensible world is said to participate in the Being of the Ideas”*”, 
Fabro also recapitulates nine essential points in Kremer’s “complex 
investigation” on the structure of Plotinian Being. I offer some of the more 
important ones, as they establish the Plotinian subordination of Being to the 
Good, the identity of Being with Nous, the nature of Being as plexus of the 
Ideas, as source of all causality and as that in which all existing things 


participate: 


(1) Being or Nous holds first place after the One and Good, and the intensive 
Being as the fullness of all perfections is not something poor, as the ens 
commune of scholastic tradition, but is the same ens subsistens [...]. 

(2) Being, insofar as it is really identical to the Nous, is called an Idea in an 
eminent sense, or the Idea of Ideas and the form of forms [...]. 

(3) The ipsum esse is [...] a One which is at the same time multiple; or, more 
explicitly, it is the plexus of all Ideas and the source of all causality. [...] 


*°° C, FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad of Being, Life, and 
Intellect’, 99. 

cane FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 73-74: “The 
method of Plotinus for ‘metaphysical reduction’ then could be indicated, it seems 
to us, in the form of inclusion or also, with more effective terms, as intensive 
abstraction: Being, Thought, Life for a unique voc which is both fullness of 
Being, of Thought, and of Life. The axiom of Plotinus m&v-névtea [...] is valid in 
this sense, for all the Neo-Platonic speculation. In this way, the other Being is 
nothing else than the mundus intelligibilis, since it contains in itself all the Ideas as 
genus contains the species. Therefore, Being becomes also the ‘basis,’ the ‘source,’ 
the ‘root,’ and the ‘radical foundation’ (Urgrund) of all the Ideas, and indeed in a 
literal sense the things of the sensible world participate in the Being of these 
Ideas”. 
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(5) The Plotinian Being is the compresence (Trinity) of Being-Thought-Life 
in such a way that, although Being is in the first place, the three hypostases are 
coordinated, and not subordinated, one with the other: esse et intelligere et 
vivere convertuntur. 

(6) To Being — according to Plotinus — pertains absolute priority because, in 
conformity with the principle of Parmenides, Being is not the product of any 
subject either transcendental or empiric, but is always something presupposed 
to thought. 

(7) For Plotinus, who surpasses in this respect the closed Platonic formula of 
the participation of the sensible, the formula of participation must be given to 
this highest summit of Being: just as white things participate in the albedo per 
essentiam, so all existing things in that which is most perfect”. 


Fabro does not offer any explicit critique of these points as regards Plotinus’ 
theory and seems to accept them as valid. In light of Kremer’s investigation, 
Fabro concludes that Plotinian Being (ipsum esse) does not mean 
“existence” as understood by modern philosophy, but rather, Plotinian esse 
“is the total content of a being or an existent, that is, it embraces all the real 
qualitative determinations of existence, and naturally among these also 
existence” ’. 

Fabro’s interpretation of Proclus generally takes place within the 
context of his interpretation of De Causis and Proclus’ mediated influence 
on St. Thomas. Concerning Proclus’ notion of participation, Fabro 
concentrates on its connection with the Platonic “dialectical method” and 
the importance of the role of “negation” in the dialectic: 


More profoundly, the syncretist, Neoplatonic notion of participation revived 
the pre-Socratic notion of “dialectical method”, which reached its widest 
application in Proclus. The novelty of this dialectic, explicitly introduced into 
the doctrine of participation, is the importance given to negation as the 
foundation of dialectics itself [...]. There negations (&todbdocic) were not 
considered privations of being, but productions of opposite determinations, as 
sketched in Plato’s Parmenides. Proclus maintained that “the method of 
negations (tp€To0¢g tv &TObaoEwV) has an unusual character; it conforms to the 
dignity of the One; its function is primary; it far transcends all things in the 
unknowable and ineffable excellence of simplicity” (Theologia Platonis, 2.10). 


*68 C, FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad...”, 74-75. 
aa FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 75-76. 
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The work of Proclus marks the high point in the speculative synthesis of Plato 


and Aristotle, replacing the negative attitude of Alexander’”’. 


Fabro’s article, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic triad of Being, Life 
and Intellect”, draws attention to the Triadic structures of Proclian thought 
and the fundamental Diremtion (distinction-division) of being, life and 
intellect: 


The One and the Good thus seems to be left in its total isolation, while the first 
triad is arranged according to a structure that repeats itself, at diverse levels, 
with the same dialectical urgency. In Platonic Theology, the fundamental 
“diremption” seems to be the following: 16 dv, 7} Cwr, 6 vodc that is, being, 
life, and intelligence, a triad that is said to be found everywhere (tavtaxod) 
according to the principle of té&vta év téoLv. The sphere of being is ovota, 
which comprehends the totality of the intelligibles; votc embraces the sphere of 
the intelligent principles; and Cw, the sphere of souls as principles of motion 
in the material world. Corresponding triads are those of mépac, &TeLpoV, LLKTOV, 
and povn, Ted0d0c, ETLOTTOdT}. This ternary rhythm, which unfolds below the 
One in endless complications, forms the key to the system of Proclus, which in 


turn inspired the De Causis””'. 


In “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism’, Fabro provides Kremer’s 
nine point summary of Proclian being. Once again, I quote the more 
important points: 


(1) The absolute priority, attributed to Plotinus to Being as the summit of the 
mundus intelligibilis, becomes in Proclus the absolute universality of the ens 
commune or communissimum, not in the logical abstract sense, but in the 
metaphysical sense of complete comprehension, and therefore at the antipodes 
of the ens rationis of scholasticism. [...] 

(4) The principle of absolute realism according to which the more universal 
an essence is the greater is its real force and power, is developed by Proclus 
with more rigor than Plotinus, that is, in a sense of a subordination, and no 
longer of a circular coordination, between Being, Thought, Life. 

(5) Here for Proclus Being has a priority of real foundation [over] Thought 
and Life so that it has a consistence-subsistence (Eigenstdndigheit) and a 
greater force than Thought and Life. 


*7 C. FABRO, “Participation”, New Catholic Encyclopedia, vol. 10, 1042- 
1043. 
aT. FABRO, “The Overcoming of the NeoPlatonic Triad...”, 99. 
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(6) Proclus therefore conceives a triple relationship or way of being 
according to the triple plan: by essence, by causality, by participation, and this 
is applied not only to Being but also to Good as to Nous and to Life [...]. 

(9) Here one understands how Being in Proclus also, even more so than in 
Plotinus, remains at the antipodes both of the ens commune of scholasticism, 
and of the actus essendi of the so-called “metaphysics of the Exodus””””. 


Like Plotinian being, Proclian being emerges as that in which all things 
participate. Developing this, Proclus distinguishes three types of reality: the 
un-participated (the One or Good), the participated (such as esse) and 
participants. In his commentary on De Causis, proposition 4, Aquinas 
recalls the proposition’s source in Proclus’ proposition 138 and summarizes 
the Neo-Platonic primacy of the One and Good (which, according to Neo- 
Platonism is extendable by predication to non-ens or prime matter) and the 
reason for being’s subordination to the One and the Good: 


Proclus also asserts this in proposition 138 of his book, in these words: “Being 
is the first and supreme of all that participate what is properly divine and of the 
deified.’ According to the positions of the Platonists the reason for this is that, 
as was said above, [the Platonists] maintained that the more common 
something is the more that it is separate and, as it were, in a prior way 
participated by what is posterior, and, thus, that it is cause of posterior things. 
Furthermore, in the order of predication, they maintain that the most common 
is the one and good, and even more common than being. According to them, 
good or one are found predicated of something of which being is not 
predicated, namely, prime matter, which Plato associates with nonbeing, not 
distinguishing between matter and privation, as is noted in Book 1 of the 
Physics. Still, he attributes unity and goodness to matter inasmuch as matter is 
ordered to form. For we call ‘good’ not only the end but also what is ordered to 
the end. In this way, then, the Platonists place the separate one itself and good 
itself as the highest and first principle of things. But after the one and the good 
nothing is found as common as being. For this reason they maintain that 
separate being itself is created, since it participates goodness and unity, but 


they maintain that it is first among all created things”. 


ee OF FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 76-78. 

*3 In Librum De Causis, lect. IV: “Et hanc etiam propositionem Proclus in 
suo libro ponit CXXXVIII, sub his verbis: omnium participantium divina 
proprietate et deificatorum primum est et supremum ens. Cuius quidem ratio est, 
secundum positiones Platonicas, quia, sicut supra dictum est, quanto aliquid est 
communius, tanto ponebant illud esse magis separatum et quasi prius a 
posterioribus participatum, et sic esse posteriorum causam. In ordine autem eorum 
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Fabro’s final conclusion is that, for Proclus, esse separatum is the “first 
created ideal form’? 

Liber De Causis entered medieval Europe through Gerard of 
Cremona’s translation’”>. In his late commentary on the work (1272), St. 
Thomas concluded that it was the work of an Arabian author, who extracted 
its main propositions from Proclus’ “Elements of Theology”. Contemporary 
research has dated the work to Baghdad, 850 A.D. 

Fabro’s interest in De Causis stems from its proposition 4 which states 
that esse is the first of created things (prima rerum creatarum est esse): 
“The context of the fourth proposition of the De Causis [...] involves the 
thesis of an esse separatum which is not God but which can be called the 
esse purum subsistens because it is the first formality or the ‘head of the 
series’ in the order of esse””’°. This proposition, as we have seen, is based 
on Proclus’ proposition 138: “omnium participantium divina proprietate et 
deificatorum primum est et supremum ens”. In De Causis, the Good 
maintains its precedence over ens-esse: “The De Causis also remains 
faithful to this absolute precedence of Good over ens; it puts forth a special 
proposition to consecrate this inferiority of esse with respect to Good, 
proclaiming esse the first created reality: Prima rerum creatarum est esse 
(Prop. IV)”?””. Fabro points out that St. Thomas places the esse of De Causis 


quae de rebus dicuntur, communissimum ponebant unum et bonum, et communius 
etiam quam ens, quia bonum vel unum de aliquo invenitur praedicari de quo non 
praedicatur ens, secundum eos, scilicet de materia prima quam Plato coniungebat 
cum non ente, non distinguens inter materiam et privationem, ut habetur in I 
Physicorum, et tamen materiae attribuebat unitatem et bonitatem, in quantum habet 
ordinem ad formam; bonum enim non solum dicitur de fine sed de eo quod est ad 
finem. Sic igitur summum et primum rerum principium ponebant Platonici ipsum 
unum et ipsum bonum separatum, sed post unum et bonum nihil invenitur ita 
commune sicut ens; et ideo ipsum ens separatum ponebant quidem creatum, utpote 
participans bonitatem et unitatem, tamen ponebant ipsum primum inter omnia 
creata’’. 

*7™4 C. FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad...”, 98. 

77 See C. FABRO, NMP, 107: “It is a work of high metaphysics, composed 
between the IX and X century in the Muslim world that makes its appearance in the 
Latin world in the second half of the 12” century (c. 1167-1187?) in a translation 
from Arabic of Gerard of Cremona of the School of Toledo, who called it “De 
bonitate pura’ and attributed it to Aristotle”. 

*7° C. FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad...”, 100. 

*77 C, FABRO, PC, 182. 
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inbetween the esse separatum of Proclus and the esse participatum of 
Pseudo-Dionysius: 


Saint Thomas [...] gives to the De Causis an intermediate position between the 
esse separatum, which is the first created ideal form of Proclus, and the esse 
participatum communiter in omnibus existentibus set forth by Pseudo- 
Dionysius. He thus has the De Causis assert an esse participatum in primo 
gradu entis creati quod est esse superius, which is therefore the highest form 
of created participations and is to be found in the highest sphere of reality. This 
formal emergence of esse involves the most intimate immanence, which is the 
effect of its closeness to pure esse itself’”’. 


In St. Thomas’s commentary on De Causis, esse, which is called “first 
creature”, is not a separated, per se subsistent esse, but rather “is the esse 
participated to the intelligences: since this esse is act and makes the essence 
exist, it can be called the ‘first’ of the created things. Given that De Causis, 
like Dionysius, does not admit the separatism of the first hypotheses, the 
conclusion follows naturally”?””. Thus, for Fabro, it is clear that the esse of 
De Causis is not the esse of St. Thomas: “We can then gather that the esse 
of which Prop. IV of De Causis speaks cannot be esse ut actus essendi, 
which is found in God per essentiam and in the creature per 
participationem: for De Causis, it is not found in God who is uncreated 
Good nor is it properly found in creatures, but rather all creatures are found 
in it, insofar as esse is the abstract formality that embraces and makes all 
existing things to be””*°. 

In summary, De Causis offers an esse participatum that acts as a 
mediator between the Good and reality. This esse, though, lacks a proper 
emergence as esse ut actus essendi. As well, the perfections of reality to not 
seem to reduce to the perfection of esse — this bringing together of 
perfections into a unity is proper of Pseudo-Dionysius’s work. 

It wasn’t until the conclusions of Erasmus that the writings of 
Dionysius were shown to draw heavily from the writings of Proclus and 
thus held to be written sometime after 480 A.D. Aquinas and _ his 
contemporaries considered the writings as belonging to Dionysius, the 
disciple of St. Paul, and gave the writings a tremendous doctrinal weight. 

In NMP, Fabro deals with the Dionysian notion of participation, first 
highlighting the dialectic proper to Dionysius’ theory: “The dialectic is 


778 C. FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad. ..”, 98-99. 
*” C. FABRO, PC, 192. 
*8° C. FABRO, PC, 196. 
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always identical: every finite perfection is nothing more than an effect of the 
perfection per essentiam, thus every existent thing, every living thing, every 
wise thing... derives from that which is, which lives, which is wise per 
essentiam; and all creatures have in God their own ‘reasons’, which 
Dionysius — in order to be faithful to Scripture — calls ‘praedefinitiones 
mpoopopot’”*!. Consequently, creatures are likenesses of God and become 
the ways by means of which we can come to knowledge of God (according 
to the Dionysian triplex via). Fabro also notes that Book Eleven of De 
Divinis Nominibus gives St. Thomas the opportunity to expound on his own 
notion of metaphysical participation: God is the un-participated, creatures 
are participants, the participations are the various formalities which are 
divided in creatures and partially received’*”. It is in this way that St. 
Thomas gives a non-pantheistic interpretation of Dionysius problematic 
phrase “Deus est esse existentium’. 

With regard to being, Fabro holds that Pseudo-Dionysius is the 
principle source of the Thomistic notion of intensive esse’ even though 
Dionysius holds that the most proper name of God is that of “Good” and not 
that of “Being”: “For Dionysius the supreme perfection and therefore proper 
name of God is Bonum, better still, in his terminology, he is Superbonum, 
while ens or existens is said of created things: Thus Good is dealt with in 
chapter 4, while chapter 5 is entitled De ente as the first caused””™", 

For Dionysius, other perfections and “divine names” — such as Esse, 
Life, Wisdom — come after Bonum. These perfections are not separate but 
rather united in the first Principle. In fact, Dionysius affirms that Ipse Deus 
est esse existentibus (De Divinis Nominibus, ch. 5). According to Fabro, 
Dionysius corrects Platonic “separatism” — which has a distinct cause for 
each distinct formality and are isolated from the Good per se — and unifies 


81 C_ FABRO, NMP, 90. 

*8? See C. FABRO, NMP, 93. See also In XI De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 4: 
“Participationes autem ipsae tripliciter considerari possunt: uno modo secundum 
se, prout abstrahunt et ab universalitate et a particularitate, sicut signatur cum 
dicitur: per se vita; alio modo considerantur in universali, sicut dicitur vita totalis 
vel universalis; tertio modo in particulari, secundum quod vita dicitur huius vel 
illius rei. Similiter et participantia dupliciter considerari possunt: uno modo in 
universali, ut si dicatur vivens universale vel totale; alio modo, in particulari, ut si 
dicatur hoc vel illud vivens” (Fabro’s emphasis). 

saan FABRO, PC, 188: “Therefore, the principle source of the Thomistic 
notion of intensive esse seems to be, above all, the mysterious author of the 
Areopagitica’. 

*84 C_ FABRO, PC, 183. 
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all of these perfections to the respective causalities in the one, unique, 
primary Principle. Fabro traces this correction in St. Thomas’s commentary 
on Chapter Five of On the Divine Names (n. 634) in three moments: St. 
Thomas first mentions that Platonic philosophers posit separated realities in 
which composite things participate; St. Thomas then states that Dionysius 
agrees that there is a separate reality in which things participate, but that 
there are not many separated principles, but rather one principle, who is 
God; lastly, St. Thomas distinguishes two ways that Dionysius’ thought on 
“life in itself’ may be interpreted. In one sense, life per se implies a real 
separation (God as Life per se). In another sense, life per se is distinguished 
from living things according to reason”. 

Accordingly this “correction” of Platonic separatism permits 
Dionysius to give the Good a causal primacy over Being, yet unify both in 
the Principle. St. Thomas attributes this primacy to the fact that, according 
to Platonic thought, the Good can be extended even to non-ens (understood 
as materia prima) since non-ens desires the good, while being cannot be 
extended to non ens***. Fabro’s conclusion is that inspite of the primacy of 
the Good over Being, Dionysius’s attribution of esse to God and the 
recognition of the emergence of esse over other formalities provides the 
basis for St. Thomas’s notion of esse ut actus essendi*®”. 


By way of conclusion, I would like to draw attention to three 
paragraphs in which Fabro summarizes an aspect of his critical-speculative 
reading of Neoplatonic causal participation. According to Fabro, this causal 
participation is an attempt to solve the ancient problem of the one and the 
many (with which we began this section), articulating both the 


* See C. FABRO, PC, 184-185. 

°86 See In Librum De Causis, lect. IV. 

*87 C_ FABRO, PC,185: “Dionysius attributes [esse] to God himself before 
any other formality, even before mind itself or Intellect, [...]; the precedence of 
esse over intelligere [...] is demonstrated with an arduous application of the 
Platonic theory of participation: the mind does not understand except by the 
participation of the intelligible, which is esse, therefore ens comes first and 
surpasses it. The emergence of esse over all the other formalities is affirmed by 
Dionysius in the most realistic way, namely, as that which embraces all centuries 
and every duration of which it is the cause”’. 
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transcendence of the One over the many and the immanence of the One in 
the many: 


Platonic causality is actuated as a participation that is the “presence” of the 
cause in the thing caused. Causality shows itself to be a defense and a recovery 
of the unity of the real insofar as the multiplicity of the effects is gather into the 
unity of the cause. In turn, that cause has value — as cause — precisely insofar as 
it is a unifying principle in its own undivided immobile reality. In this way, 
causality becomes the verification and systematic foundation of the 
Parmenidean unity of the real. The complex causal hierarchies, which were 
devised by Neoplatonism and systematized by Proclus, actuate this program of 
unification which in Plato had remained suspended and dispersed in formal 
multiplicities. These latter multiplicities were set next to the One and each of 
them was placed one next to the other but without any clear and effective 
relation of dependence among them. Moreover, the relation between the ideal 
Platonic form and the sensible participants was the relation of “similitude,”’ and 
this relation was equally affirmed for all the various relations that ran between 
the world of Ideas and that of reality. As a result, the abyss of separation 
between the intelligible world and the sensible world was left intact, and the 
world of ideal reality was contained in itself as an autocratic collection of pure 
Ideas, uncontaminated by sensible reality, which is itself subject to the 
vicissitudes of time according to the rhythm of generation and corruption. 

Neoplatonism steadfastly maintains itself in this perspective of an “absolute 
realism” which makes the Good and the One to precede esse and places it 
outside God. However, having been made more self-conscious by Aristotle’s 
critique of chorismos, Neoplatonism thought to fill up the abyss of separation 
by the theory of the hypostases or higher unities. Consequently, while the 
transcendence of the ideal forms represents the first moment of the truth of 
being, the immanence of the same forms is the equally necessary second 
moment. Indeed, Platonic causality is resolved in this second moment of 
immanence. It is not so much a matter of explaining the “becoming” of reality 
— since the world itself stands before us and we ourselves are continually 
subject to its changes — it is, rather, a matter of individuating that which 
everywhere in the respective natures is always that which it is, and of 
discovering it in the form of an immutable presence. In this way, the reality of 
our experience does not properly exist in virtue of that which it is, but it exists, 
rather, thanks to that which is it not. That is to say, the real that we experience 
exists by means of that higher formality that maintains and penetrates 
everything with its power. 

Saint Thomas brilliantly grasped the Neoplatonic innovation and _ his 
commentary on the De Causis is the continuous explicit confirmation of it. The 
difficult point for all of this speculation lies in the divergence that remains 
between the formal unification of the real in itself and the concrete unity of the 
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real of our experience. While Platonism opted for formal unity and lost real 
unity, Aristotelianism, on the other hand, opted for real unity and lost formal 
unity, or at least it reduced that formality unity to a universal in the human 
mind. In neither of the two do we reach the unification of the real in a supreme 


unity coeternal with Go 


288 
da. 


A table summarizing Fabro’s interpretation of Neo-platonic esse may be 
helpful before turning to his interpretation of Boethius. 


Philosopher 


Fabro’s interpretation of Neo-Platonic esse 


Plotinus 


Plotinian esse is: 1) identical to Nous; 2) the complete and simple 
plexus of all Ideas; 3) the source of causality; 4) the total content 
of a being or an existent, embracing all the real qualitative 
determinations of existence. 


Proclus 


Proclian esse is that in which all things participate; as esse 
separatum it is the first derived ideal form. 


De Causis 


In De Causis, esse separatum is not God, yet is able to be called 
esse Subsistens since it is the first formality in the order of being; 
the Good maintains priority over esse, while esse is the prima 
rerum creatarum,; esse is an abstract formality which embraces all 
and makes existing things to be. 


Dionysius 


Dionysius corrects Platonic separatism by uniting the various 
perfections and their causalities in the first principle; the Good 
maintains a primacy over Being, yet the attribution of esse to God 
favors St. Thomas’s notion of actus essendi. St. Thomas 
interprets Dionysius’ phrase “Deus est esse existentium” in a non- 
pantheistic sense. 


2.5 Esse and participation in Boethius 


Over the years, Fabro published several brief texts on Boethius’ 
thought”*’. Some of the hermeneutical keys at work in Fabro’s interpretation 
of Boethius are the following: 


*88 C. FABRO, “The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad...”, 104-105. 

*®° Fabro deals with Boethius’ texts and Aquinas’s interpretation of them in 
four works: NMP, 30-40, 98-106; NS, 33-62; PC, 204-213; “Intorno al fondamento 
della metafisica tomistica’, Aquinas 3 (1960), 83-135, reprinted in TPM, 165-222. 
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First, Fabro’s main concern when dealing with Boethius is to 
understand what Boethius means by esse and explain the relationship 
between Boethian esse and form. Fabro’s exposition always takes place 
within the determination of the sources or foundation of Aquinas’ 
metaphysics. Again, Fabro is not concerned with establishing Boethius’ 
system of metaphysics, but rather with showing the radical novelty of St. 
Thomas’ thought in comparison to Boethius’ thought. As we will see, Fabro 
distinguishes various meanings of esse in St. Thomas’s works, the principal 
ones being esse as copula in a judgment, esse-in-actu (formal esse) and esse 
ut actus. This distinction allows Fabro to characterize the Boethian meaning 
of esse as a type of “formal esse” in contrast to the “intensive” notion of 
esse, proper to St. Thomas”””, 

Second, according to Fabro, St. Thomas undertakes an “intensive 
exegesis” of Boethius’ work. In this way, St. Thomas is not seen by Fabro 
as being concerned with determining the exact meaning of what Boethius’ 
wrote, but rather with determining the truth of things themselves and 
developing Boethius’ metaphysical intuitions to this end. For example, 
Fabro writes of St. Thomas’s interpretation of Boethius’ text: “Recent 
critical research [pre-1937] conducted by both defenders and adversaries of 
the real distinction arrives at the same result, that the most correct 
interpretation of the Boethian texts does not suggest, at least directly, a real 
distinction between essence and existence, since it is completely absent 
from them’”””'. 

Third, although Fabro’s interpretation takes into account the work of 
P. Duhem (1917), M.-D. Roland-Gosselin (1926; 1948) and H.J. Brosch 
(1931), it unfortunately appeared in large part before the publication of P. 


°° See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse: Thomas 
Aquinas and the De hebdomadibus”, Nova et Vetera 5 (2007), 472: “In the reading 
of Cornelio Fabro, Boethius stays in the domain of what Fabro calls ‘formal’ esse, 
the esse that is divided according to the categories: substantial and accidental esse. 
Thomas’s actus essendi would be something else; and in order to arrive at it, 
Boethius did not suffice. Also needed was the help of the pseudo-Dionysius and the 
Liber de causis’’. 

*! C. FABRO, NMP, 102. See also p. 100: “St. Thomas in the youthful 
commentary that he wrote on De hebdomadibus (1257 or 1258?) reads its terms in 
their metaphysical meaning and taking off from the notion of participation elevates 
on its abstruse propositions the cardinal principles of his own metaphysics, arriving 
as the ultimate conclusion at the real distinction between essence and existence in 
creatures, which St. Thomas often likes to express in the terms of Boethius as a 
distinction between quod est and esse”. 
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Hadot’s work on the Neo-Platonic influences on Boethius (1963 and 
1970)”. According to Hadot, Boethius holds that there are two modes of 
esse: one which is anterior and superior to id quod est; another which is a 
derived mode received by the thing and which is coupled with it like a 
predicate’, In light of this, Hadot shows that it is problematic to read a 


°° R. McInerny summarizes this point of Hadot’s investigation as follows: 
“So we find in the Neoplatonic tradition, and especially in Porphyry, a doctrine 
which distinguishes esse (l’Etre) and quod est (1’Etant), identifying them with the 
first and second hypostase. According to this doctrine, esse (J’Etre) is anterior to 
quod est (l’Etant), because it is simple whereas quod est necessarily implies 
composition. A feature of this teaching is that as indetermination increases so too 
does activity, so that as one rises from individuals through genera and beyond 
forms one reaches pure activity, being itself, existence as such. The key to derived 
being is always form. This, Hadot concludes, is the doctrine we find in Boethius. 
Esse is the First Being, and can be thought of as pure act (agir pur), transcending 
all forms. It is not yet, that is, it is not substance, because it is anterior to it and to 
all formed things and is their cause. Jd quod est is the thing that is. It is and 
subsists, that is, it becomes a substance as soon as it receives its form of being. [...] 
The whole argument of the tractate makes clear, in Hadot’s view, that the esse of 
the things that are is not a form but is rather anterior to all form. To be a substance, 
the thing must first of all exist, that is receive esse, then receive the form which 
determines the thing in the way proper to a subject; the esse of a thing then will be 
the esse of a man, of an animal, of a rock. In other words, the esse of the thing that 
is always of a certain form. [...] The opposition of esse and quod est is then one 
between pure being without determination and a being determined by a form. The 
great difference is that, for Boethius, quod est is not the second hypostase, but 
every substance, every thing, produced by Being” (Boethius and Aquinas, 187- 
188). 

3 See P. HaboT, “Forma essendi: Interprétation philologique et 
interprétation philosophique d’une formule de Boece”, Les études classiques 38 
(1970), 151-152: “The error of most modern interpreters, it seems to me, has been 
to understand id quod est as designating the individual thing. But the individual 
thing implies a composition of substance and accidents of which Boethius does not 
speak. On the contrary, the notion of the thing that is (/’étant, on) implies only the 
duality of a subject (the id quod) and a predicate (the est). To explain the 
attribution of this precdicate to this subject, it is enough, on Platonic principles, to 
suppose the preexistence of the predicate (est) in an absolute mode, that is to say, 
the preexistence of pure being. So esse is that pure being, that being in itself, which 
is not a pure abstraction but, as we see in Porphyry, an activity all the more 
eficacious because it is undetermined. As for the est in id quod est, it is no longer 
being in itself, it is being related to a subject, the being of some thing. It is no 
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quasi-identification of form and esse in Boethius (as does Fabro), since esse 
is not a form, but rather both anterior to form (as God) and posterior to form 
(as proper to creatures)”. 

With these three keys in mind, I now turn to the content of Fabro’s 
interpretation of Boethius. Fabro’s first approach to Boethius is found in 
NMP, in a text which focuses on St. Thomas’s Commentary on De 
Hebdomadibus and the notion of participation. Fabro begins by noting that 
St. Thomas’s threefold division of participation in his Commentary goes 
well beyond both Boethius’ text and the problem at hand. According to 
Fabro, St. Thomas’s division of participation concerns more properly the 
problem of the relationship between ipsum esse and that-which-is (id quod 
est) rather than the Boethian problem of whether things are good 
substantially or by participation’”>. Fabro argues that St. Thomas introduces 
a new use of participation which is completely foreign to the Boethian 
propositions, namely, a participation between abstract notions (albedo and 
color, homo and animal). As well, Fabro holds that the Boethian 
proposition, “Diversum tamen est esse aliquid in eo quod est, et esse 
aliquid, illic enim accidens hic substantia significatur’, forces St. Thomas 
to distinguish a twofold esse within the concrete participant: one that is not 
praeter essentiam and one that is praeter essentiam. The first makes the 
concrete participant (the subject) to be simpliciter; the second to be 
secundum quid. This means that, by means of participation in esse as such, 
the subject is thus constituted (esse simpliticiter) and capable of 
participating in other accidental formalities (esse secundum quid). 

Fabro concludes that when Boethius speaks of participation in esse, 
Boethius means “formal esse” (substantial esse; the mode of being of the 
substance) and not actus essendi (the actuality of the substance). Fabro 
argues this by pointing out that St. Thomas is able to introduce the meaning 
of esse as actus essendi by turning the one difference between esse 
simpliciter and esse secundum quid found in Boethius’ text into three 
differences’. The first difference is clearly found in Boethius’ text: 


longer absolute and undetermined being, but a determined and limited being” 
(English trans. from R. MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, 189-190). 

4 See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 474, n. 35: 
“Hadot suggests that Boethius’s expression forma essendi does not signify esse 
itself, as Thomas takes it, but rather the form that determines the thing’s mode of 
being”. 

°5 C_ FABRO, NMP, 33. 

© C_FABRO, NMP, 36. 
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namely, 1) the difference between the mode of being of the accidents (it is 
something, yet is not simply; for it is outside the essence of the thing) and 
the mode of being of the substance (it is in that which is and constitutes the 
essence of the thing). The second and third differences go beyond Boethius’ 
text: 2) the difference between the participation of the subject (in ipsum esse 
so as to be simply) and the participation of the accidents (in another so to be 
something) — thus, a white man participates in esse substantiale and 
whiteness; 3) the priority of the subject’s being simply (something is 
because it participates in ipsum esse) over its participation in something else 
in order to be something”. 

For Boethius, Fabro writes, there is a real diversity between the 
subject and esse within the concrete composite. In his Commentary, St. 
Thomas moves beyond conceiving esse merely as formal (predicamental) 
act and conceives everything that is composite as a participant which has in 
se the act of being, which is really distinct from the subject in which it is 
found’”®. For Boethius, there is a real identity between id quod est and esse 
within simple things. While the plural “simplicibus” is not a problem for 
Boethius, it is for St. Thomas, who writes that the true “simple” is only one: 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens. All other things can only be said to be simple in 
some order or in some respect, but are always composite in at least one 
other order. 

Fabro concludes his introductory exposition of Boethius in NMP by 
considering two problems. The first is more formal in character and deals 
with how St. Thomas extended the Boethian notions and notional 
relationships of abstract and concrete and of ipsum esse and quod est to 
(Thomistic) actus essendi and essentia. Such an extension is not 
contemplated by Boethius. The second problem is based on this formal 
problem and concerns the “real” meaning of “‘to participate” and the mode 
of being of that which is by participation. To explain this, Fabro notes that 
in the being that is “by essence” (God), the notional compositions are 
resolved in the recognition of the absolute real identity between abstract and 
concrete. However, in beings that are “by participation” (creatures), the 


°T See In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2: “Est autem haec differentia 
quod primo oportet ut intelligatur aliquid esse simpliciter, et postea quod sit 
aliquid; et hoc patet ex praemissis. Nam aliquid est simpliciter per hoc quod 
participat ipsum esse; sed quando iam est, scilicet per participationem ipsius esse, 
restat ut participet quocumque alio, ad hoc scilicet quod sit aliquid”. 

**® See C. FABRO, NMP, 36. See In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2: “Res 
ergo composita non est suum esse”’. 
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notional compositions are given a foundation only if they are referred to or 
resolved in a real composition between participant-subject and participated- 
act’’’. As this also goes beyond the Boethian text, Fabro concludes that, in 
his commentary, St. Thomas is expounding his own doctrinal synthesis on 
the notion of participation, and does not limit himself to a mere line-by-line 
explanation of Boethius’ enigmatic text. 

Further on in NMP, Fabro concludes that, as regards Boethius’ notion 
of participation in De Hebdomadibus, there are two participations in esse: 
one in the substantial form (participation in ipsum esse); one in the 
accidental forms (participation in esse aliquid). “By participation in the 
substantial form, from which it has its mode of being, the creature is said to 
participate in God. [...] Therefore, for Boethius, “ens per participationem’ 
means the finite and composite ens in the order of substance, of matter and 
form, or in the likeness of matter and form and not the composition in linea 
essendi of essence and the act of being’*°°. According to Fabro, Boethius’ 
ipsum esse is not properly actus essendi, but formal esse, the form in 
abstract, while id quod est means the form insofar as it is singular and 
concrete (in matter). 

In a 1960 article, Fabro returns to the determination of the Boethian 
relationship between esse and form as dealt with in Chapter Two of De 
Trinitate: Substantia divina forma est. After dividing the speculative science 
into three (physics, mathematics, theology) and explaining their respective 
methods (rationabiliter, disciplinaliter, intellectualiter), Boethius affirms 
that the divine form is esse and that the esse of the other forms derives from 
the divine form (ef ex qua esse est). “The second axiom, which immediately 
follows, gives the classic formula about the relationship between esse and 
form: Omne namque esse ex forma est”*°'. Chapters Three and Five 


°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 38. Fabro exemplifies this point, with the problem 
of the Boethian text — how things are good — and the threefold explanation of the 
creature’s goodness in De Veritate, gq. 21, a. 5. First, basing himself on St. 
Augustine, St. Thomas notes that a creature is said to be good by participation 
insofar as it perfects itself by means of accidents and super-added perfections (this 
however is an accidental goodness). Second, based on De Causis, a creature is said 
to be good by participation according to its substance as well: this because it is 
composed of essence and participated actus essendi. God is “Pure Goodness” since 
he is “Pure Esse”. Thirdly, based on Boethius, divine goodness is the final cause of 
all other goodness since it is the first principle of all things. Things are good insofar 
as they are ordered to the ultimate end: divine goodness. 

°C. FABRO, NMP, 103. 

aes FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 176. 
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evidence “the emergence of form, of which esse is presented as something 
resulted and founded’*””. In light of these affirmations that esse is derived 
from form, Fabro makes the following conclusions about De Trinitate. First, 
for Boethius, esse is meaningful per se, yet is not subsistent per se. Second, 
esse is not considered as the emergent act or proper act of the substance. 
Third, the term “esse” refers to the being-in-act of substance, qualities and 
quantity, while the term “quod est’ refers to the “whole” of the existent and 
comprehends its extrinsic determinations as well. Fabro also notes that there 
is an imprecision in rendering Boethius’ esse as abstract and quod est as 
concrete, since for Boethius both quod est and esse are real”. 

The meaning of esse in Boethius’ works becomes clearer in the 
second proposition of De Hebdomadibus, which distinguishes esse from id 
quod est: “Diversum est esse, et id quod est; ipsum enim esse nondum est. 
At vero quod est, accepta essendi forma, est atque consistit”*”*. Fabro 
comments that Boethius’s phrase “for being is not yet” is not a return to 
Aristotle’s meaningless eivar. As well, Fabro holds that the propositions of 
Boethius’ De Hebdomadibus do not deal so much with the relationhips 
between abstract and concrete, but rather with the relationships “of the real 
itself insofar as this is considered either as the act of the form (esse) or as 
the existent whole (quod est) that results from various acts (substance and 
accidents)”*’’. For Boethius, esse gives actuality to the complete whole, 
while quod est gives subsistence: 


Thus, esse is not the simple abstract essence or the form in abstract: we already 
know that esse is the form as such, whether substantial or accidental (qualitas, 
quantitas), not simply possible, but as act and in act. It is clear then that there is 
a difference between esse and id quod est, i.e., between the act or actual 
principle of the synthesis and the composite that results from it. The 
expression: ipsum esse nondum est, seems to indicate a pure return to 
Aristotle’s essence, but it isn’t so. Here esse stands for form (and essence) that 
is actuating the finite concrete (quod est), this is because, unlike De Trinitate 
which deals with the divine essence, the entire discourse of the work deals with 
the structure of the finite and it is true that “quod est, accepta essendi forma, 
est atque consistit’, to which the phrase in Prop. III refers: “...est autem 
aliquid, cum esse susceperit’. Therefore esse is also here the reality of the 
form. Here the “divine form’, which does not enter into any composition, is no 


a FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 182. 

33 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 186. 
3 BOETHIUS, De Hebdomadibus, PL 64, 1311. 

sae FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 188. 
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longer spoken about, but rather only the create forms which cannot subsists by 
themselves and thus unite to the accidents to form the concrete (quod est) are. 
Esse and quod est then integrate with one another, esse gives actuality and 


306 
quod est gives subsistence” ’. 


Finally, Fabro points out that instead of founding form on esse, Boethius 
founds “esse on form and that it is ‘divine form’ that founds the perfection 
and transcendence of esse. It will be the work of St. Thomas to interpret 
esse as transcending every form and transcendent act, thus elevating the 
divine form to the Pure Act of Esse ipsum and reducing forms to potency of 
participated esse”?”, 

In his book, Boethius and Aquinas (1990), R. McInerny takes a critical 
stance toward Fabro’s interpretation of St. Thomas’s Commentary on De 
Hebdomadibus*’’. McInerny concludes that: “With the crescendoing of 
Existential Thomism, there has been an increasing urgency in the effort to 
show that Boethius did not reach what Thomas takes him to teach on 
esse’, and that: “Fabro agrees with those who hold that Thomas as 
commentator assigns to the key terms of the tractate meanings other than 
those intended by Boethius”*"”. According to McInerny, Fabro unjustifiably 
forces the text to allow the introduction of a third esse (as actus essendi) 
over and above both substantial esse and accidental esse. McInerny holds 
that such an interpretation is not found in Boethius or Aquinas: “What Fabro 
seems to be suggesting is that over and above the duplex esse of which St. 
Thomas and Boethius here speak, there is a third, namely, the actus essendi. 
It is easy to agree that this is not to be found in Boethius. But neither is it a 
doctrine of St. Thomas, in or out of commentaries’”*!!. Second, McInerny 


ae. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 188-189. 

ig Or FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento...”, TPM, 190. 

°°8-R. MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, CUA Press, Washington DC 1990, 
179-185. 

30F RR MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, 162. 

310. MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, 185. 

311 R. MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, 183. In his footnote (n. 44) 
MclInerny expounds on his disagreement with Fabro: “Fabro’s Partecipazione e 
Causalita enforces the impression that he wants to understand Thomas as teaching 
that over and above esse substantiale and esse accidentale there is some third esse 
which is actus essendi. On p. 198 ff. of the later work, Fabro distinguishes between 
esse when it is a synonym for essence (esse essentiae) and esse which is the act of 
essence (actus essentiae). [...] Clearly, it is Fabro’s interpretation of St. Thomas 
that is getting in the way of his appreciating the nature of the Angelic Doctor’s 
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disagrees with Fabro’s position that there is not an explicit affirmation of 
the real distinction by Boethius and that it is St. Thomas who extends the 
Boethian distinction of concrete-abstract to essence-actus essendi. McInerny 
ends his summary by admitting that “Fabro’s interpretation is a vast story in 
itself? '. 

In my opinion, Boethius’ distinction between esse and quod est 
obviously contributed to St. Thomas’s understanding of the real distinction 
between esse and essence just as Dionysius’s De Divinis Nominibus 
(Chapter Five) contributed to St. Thomas’s notion of Esse Ipsum. In both 
cases, however, neither Boethius nor Dionysius clearly formulated either 
teaching as developed by St. Thomas. Like Plato’s notion of participation, 
esse and the real distinction between essence and esse are still in a “nascent 
state” in Boethius and awaited a fuller, more profound development in St. 
Thomas’s metaphysics. Second, in response to MclInerny, it is not entirely 
correct to characterize Fabro’s vision of actus essendi as a “third esse’, but 
rather that according to Fabro the term “substantial esse” can be interpreted 
either as the being-in-act of the substance, the subsistent mode of being 
proper to substance or the actus essendi as that in which the substance 
participates. Thirdly, I think that by taking into P. Hadot’s work, we see that 
there is not an absolute identification of form and esse in Boethius and that 
the Boethian form proper to created beings has the task of determining its 
subject and its esse. Boethius’ subordination of esse to forma principally 
regards created esse, in that esse is determined by form. Thus, Fabro’s 
interpretation of Boethius’ esse as “formal esse” (either substantial or 
accidental) with regard to creatures stands, but should be modified 
somewhat to allow for an esse anterior to form. In the end, I believer that 
with continued research we should be able to come to a better determination 
of the original meaning of Boethian esse and forma, of the influence of 
Aristotle and Neo-platonism on Boethian metaphysics and of the degree to 
which St. Thomas is faithful to Boethius’ thought or modifies it to allow 
him to present his original doctrine of esse metaphysical participation. 

In a recent article, Stephen Brock has contributed to such research, 
focusing not on the distinction between esse and id quod est, but rather on 
Boethius’ teaching that id quod est participates in esse. Brock argues that in 


exposition of the De hebdomadibus’. As well, p. 208: “Fabro is not the only 
Thomist who understands Thomas to have a meaning of esse (in creatures) which 
is neither esse substantiale nor esse accidentale, both of which follow on the 
possession of form. There is no basis for this interpretation”. 

aR. MCINERNY, Boethius and Aquinas, 185. 
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his Commentary on De Hebdomadibus, St. Thomas is “making a concerted 
effort to master the doctine of participation in esse and, at the same time, to 
interpret it in a way that whould be coherent with Aristotelian principles, 
and even with Aristotle’s own criticism of Platonic participation’”?”*. Brock 
summarizes the conclusions of his article into five points*!*: 1) to accept 
participation in esse does not require thinking that the species of things 
subsist outside the things® '. 2) esse itself participates in a cause, to whose 
power it is not proportioned, and whose essence does not enter into 
composition with it or with anything else*'®; 3) esse itself inheres in things, 
though not in the fashion of a genus®’’; 4) esse is configured according to 
(participated according to) the categories, and in such a way that esse 


ote Sy BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 475. 

314 See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 492-493. 

3° See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 478: “Even 
if there are subsistents other than God that are not composed of form and matter, 
other subsistent forms, these will still be only participants in esse. Such forms will 
not be identical with their esse, but rather ‘determinative’ of esse. This is true, 
Thomas insists, whether they be conceived as Platonic Ideas — that is, as separate 
rationes of the species of material things — or in Aristotelian fashion, as rationes of 
a higher grade”’. 

71° See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 482: “Esse 
itself participates in a cause that transcends it. What is striking is that [...] the cause 
itself is characterized by esse. God is an esse itself, ipsum esse subsistens’. The 
caused esse is not proportioned to the power of the cause, even when considered 
absolutely as ipsum esse in all its universality and perfection. “Even when taken 
universally, esse itself turns out to be ‘deficient’ in comparion with God, because it 
is still something ‘determined’. It is ‘determined ‘according to its own ratio’: that 
is, according to the very ratio of ‘esse’ [See In XIII De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 3, 
n. 989]”. Brock continues: “The divine esse cannot be conceived as the merely 
separate version of esse commune. [...| Esse itself ‘participates’ in the divinity in 
the sense of being a partial likeness of it”. St. Thomas thus identifies a mode of 
participation in which the nature of what is participated remains separate from the 
participant and it is in this way that esse itself can participate in something. 

717 See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 486: 
“Thomas does not view the participation of substances in (substantial) esse as 
identical in every respect, either with the participation of matter in form or with 
that of subject in accident”. Brock goes on to highlight three aspects that are 
common: 1) esse is something which by its own ratio is common and which gets 
determined to this or that subject; 2) all three participations involve the relation of 
potency to act that obtains between participant and participated; 3) the participated 
nature is inherent in the participated. 
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simpliciter is nothing other than substantial esse or esse essentiae>'®: 5) 
participated esse belongs to its proper subject per se, not per accidens*””. 


2.6 Avicenna’s dialectic of possible esse and Necessary esse 


Fabro’s interpretation of Avicenna is found principally in two texts: in 
NMP, Fabro takes a brief look at Avicenna’s thought on the notion of 
participation*””; in his article “Concerning the Foundation of Thomistic 
Metaphysics” (1960), Fabro deals with Avicenna’s notion of esse*’. 
Regarding Fabro’s interpretation of Avicenna, we should keep in mind the 
following two hermeneutical keys. First, Fabro recognizes that Avicenna’s 
contribution to St. Thomas’s philosophy is limited to the solution to the 
problem of universals, the real distinction between essence and esse, and the 
distinction between “cause of becoming” and “cause of being’*”*. As well 
Fabro recognizes that, in his works, St. Thomas also criticizes several of 


318 See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 490: 
“Besides substantial and accidental esse, there is no other esse in things. 
Participation in esse does not establish another ‘order’, superimposed on the 
‘formal’ or ‘categorial’ order. Participated esse is itself configured according to the 
scheme of the categories. And esse in the unqualified sense, esse simpliciter, is 
nothing other than substantial esse or esse essenciale”. If Brock is indirectly 
referring to Fabro’s proposal and MclInerny’s critique of a third esse, it should be 
stated once again, in Fabro’s defense, that for Fabro “substantial esse” can either 
refer to actus essendi, the being-in-act of the substance or to subsistence as the 
mode of being proper to substance. 

79 See S. BROCK, “Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle on Esse...”, 492: “The 
esse of a thing is not included in the thing’s definition. But it does belong to the 
thing per se, in the sense that the thing is included in its definition. Thus, in the De 
potentia (~1265) [q. 7, a. 2 ad 9], Thomas uses the fact that the definitions of forms 
include their subjects to explain the way in which the esse of one thing is 
distinguished from that of another. I think it is very important to keep in mind that 
just as ‘per se’ is not always equivalent to “per essentiam’, so in Thomas’s lexicon 
“per participationem’ is not always equivalent to ‘per accidens’. The very esse that 
things have by participation belongs to them per se. Indeed, it is even more 
immediate to them than are their proper accidents. As Thomas also says in the De 
potentia, against Avicenna, a thing’s substantial esse is not in a genus of accident. 
It is nothing other thaan the actus essentiae’. 

°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 112-116. 

1 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”, TPM, 
190-222. 

* See C. FABRO, NMP, 114-116. 
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Avicenna’s positions: causal emanatism; the indirect, divine knowledge of 
singulars; the notion of esse as predicamental accidens; and Avicenna’s 
theory of a “separate” agent intellect*”’. Second, Fabro argues that it is due 
to Avicenna’s ontological and gnoseological “extrinsicism’” that St. 
Thomas’s initial reliance on Avicenna decreases notably over time, above 
all with respect to the notion of participation”. 

With regard to Avicenna’s notion of participation, Fabro limits 
himself in NMP to recalling Avicenna’s influence in the third argument of 
De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5: “For Avicenna, the notion of participation is founded 
primarily on the real distinction between essence and being that there is in 
every creature, since at the head of the series of beings there should be a 
Being that is pure act and the most simple act, that is act and being in all its 
essence; moreover it does not have essence, but is only being (Dialectic of 
the ‘Simple and of the Composed’)”*”». 

In his article on “Existence” for the New Catholic Encyclopedia, 
Fabro provides a general summary on the Arabian notion of “existence”. In 
the thought of Alfarabi and Avicenna, he notes, God is conceived as the 
“Necessary existence” and creatures as “possible existences”: “From this 
followed the basic contingency of existence when cut off completely from 
essence, so that existence came to be identified with divine causality 
sustaining the created world”**°. In the article, Fabro also clarifies four 
Arabic terms related to essence and existence: 


In Arabian philosophy, existence, as an existential affirmation corresponding to 
the to eivat and to the dtu of Aristotle, is indicated by the word anniyya (the 
antias of the Latin versions). This can also indicate the concrete existent that is 
the individual, as well as the subsisting archetypal idea. The Arabs could 
therefore distinguish essence (mahiya), existence as actualization of the 
essence (huwiya), existence as actuality or realized essence (wugud), and 
finally existence as fact and realization of fact (anniyya)*”". 


A more in-depth analysis of Avicenna’s notion of being is found in the 
article, “Concerning the foundation of Thomistic metaphysics”, where 
Fabro deals with Avicenna’s notion of esse and his dialectic of “Necesse 


33 See C. FABRO, NMP, 114. 

34 See C. FABRO, NMP, 114. 

35 C_FABRO, NMP, 119. 

26 C_ FABRO, “Existence”, 721. 

°7 C_ FABRO, “Existence”, 721-722. 
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‘ oye 28 . : 
esse” and “possibile esse”**®. Fabro first calls Avicenna the most resolute 


inspirer of St. Thomas’s real distinction between essence and esse, yet 
notes, at the same time, that St. Thomas progressively distances himself 
from Avicenna’s philosophy. St. Thomas’s later works take up Averroes’ 
critique of Avicenna’s reduction of the esse of creatures to an accident*”’. 
As well, Fabro argues that there is a difference between St. Thomas’s and 
Avicenna’s distinction between essence and esse. St. Thomas’s distinction, 
as we will see, is ultimately based on three speculative principles — 
emergence of act, separated perfection and participation; Avicenna’s 
distinction is based on his division of ens into Necessary esse and possible 
esse. For Avicenna, God’s essence cannot be thought of without his 
existence, while the existence of possible being is seen as an accident added 
to their essence. Necessary being exists in virtue of its essence, while 
possible being exists in virtue of the added “accidental quality” of existence. 
As Fabro explains: 


It appears to have been demonstrated that Avicenna took this distinction from 
his master Alfarabi, who formulated it in very explicit terms. It is founded on 
the division of being (ente) into necessary (necesse esse) and possible 
(possibile esse): while necessary Being, who is God, who cannot be thought 
not existent, his essence cannot be thought without existence, all the other 
things can be thought as only possible — their essence can be (moreover, should 
be) thought of without existence; in God existence pertains to the essence, still 
further, it is identified with essence itself, for existence does not pertain to the 
essence of possible being (ente) and the existence of the possible is an 
“accident”, added to the essence. Thus, the essence of possibile esse does not 
include existence, nor does not have anything to do with it, meaning that such 
an essence is indifferent per se both to being and to non-being: for this reason 
it is said that existence in this case is an accident of (possible) being (ente) and 
not one of its essential characteristics. Thus the necessary exists in virtue of its 
essence; the possible, on the other hand, in virtue of an added quality, this 
quality is existence, in other words, insofar as it is caused by the necessary: on 


this Alfarabi and Avicenna express themselves in almost the same terms**”. 


saa FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 190- 
222. 

sae OF FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 190 
and 192. 

20. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 192- 
193. 
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Along with the problem of the real distinction, the problem of causality is 
also based on the distinction between Necesse esse and possibile esse. In 
fact, “there is a notional identity between possibile esse and being-caused 
and between Necesse esse per se and First Cause”**, 

In addition to the role of the distinction between Necessary being and 
possible being, a second key difference between Avicenna and St. Thomas 
is seen in Avicenna’s presentation of existence as accidens in the context of 
predication and not in the context of the composition of constitutive 
principles of ens. Thus, while in St. Thomas “the couplet of possibile esse 
and Necesse esse expresses a notional determination founded on or derived 
from the emergence of esse as act of every act and every form’, in 
Avicenna’s philosophy these are immediate and founding notions***. For 
Avicenna, Necesse esse and possibile esse are each characterized as an 
absolute notional prius and, consequently, constitute the point of departure 
for metaphysics. From this follows the metaphysical contrast between non 
habere causam and habere causam. 

A third difference concerns Avicenna’s replacing of “act” with 
“effect”. When Avicenna speaks about the distinction between essence and 
esse he does so in terms of esse in potentia and esse in effectu. Fabro notes 
that while the expression in effectu doesn’t completely replace the notion of 
“act” it seems to make the first steps toward a preference for “existence” as 
“the fact of being in act’”**?. This preference for existence, as we will see, is 
taken up by Henry of Ghent and the Scholastics that follow St. Thomas. 

After pointing out these three differences, Fabro returns to Avicenna’s 
determination of ens and notes that the division of esse into Necesse and 
possibile refers to the “modes” of having esse as established by the essence 
or quidditas. For Avicenna, “the determination of the reality of ens is due to 
the guidditas from which proceeds the division into substance and accident 
and necesse esse and possibile esse. Therefore, one can say that, for 
Avicenna, as for Aristotle and Boethius, esse as such nondum est: intensive 
esse, which is decisive in the question, should come to St. Thomas from 


alee FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 196. 

332 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento alla metafisica tomistica”’, TPM, 
197; AVICENNA, Metaph. Tract. I, c. 6: “Dicemus igitur quod ens et res et necesse 
esse sunt quae statim imprimuntur in anima prima impressione quae non acquiritur 
ex aliis notioribus se’’. 

333 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”, TPM, 
204. 
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other sources”***, Fabro concludes that although there is nothing wrong in 


holding that Avicenna inspired St. Thomas’s real distinction between 
essence and esse, one must also maintain that the two thinkers do not 
conceive the distinction in the same way. 

Regarding the difference between Avicenna’s and St. Thomas’s 
conception of the real distinction, Fabro makes three observations. First of 
all, in later, more mature works, St. Thomas takes Averroes’ critique of 
Avicenna’s esse-accidens into consideration. For Avicenna, possibile esse 
only exists thanks to an added quality; even the angels (or Intelligences) 
which are considered necesse esse per aliud are seen as possibile esse. 
Fabro notes that: 


Avicenna does not speak, as does St. Thomas, of quod est and esse and of 
essentia and esse, but rather of essentia, ens, unum.... We already know that, 
for Avicenna, the two supreme divisions of the real are the two modes of 
essentia or res, namely, Necesse esse and possibile esse, where esse per se 
(God) pertains to Necesse by essential necessity, while esse belongs to necesse 
esse per aliud in virtue of the dependence that this has on the Necesse esse per 
se. Necesse esse per se exists in itself, while necesse esse per aliud is basically 
a possibile esse and exists thanks to the dependence on Necesse esse per se*”’. 


The second observation is that the consideration of the essence of Necesse 
esse per se ends in a simple concept of Necesse esse as such, while that of 
necesse esse per aliud insofar as it is manifested as possibile esse includes a 
relation of dependence; therefore, the concept of dependence ought to be 
added to the concept of essence: “The decisive metaphysical opposition is 
not that between essence and esse but between the ‘state’ of two essences”. 
The third and last observation is that “wherever Avicenna speaks of the 
division of being (ente) and the couplet of act and potency, he never refers 
to the composition of essence and esse nor even when he discusses the 
relations of possibile esse or necesse esse per aliud to Necesse esse’. 
Further, “[Avicenna] always and only speaks of causal dependence as 
habitudo, dispositio addita in the possibile with respect to Necesse esse”?°, 
God’s creative act is no longer free but rather creatures “ought” to proceed 


334 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”, TPM, 
209. 
335 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 
210. 
336 See C. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 
210-211. 
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from him. These reflections shed light on why St. Thomas continually 
distances himself from Avicenna’s thought and intensifies his critique over 
time. 

The divergence of St. Thomas and Avicenna is summarized by Fabro 
in the following way: In Avicenna’s philosophy the division of esse into 
Necesse esse and possibile esse (or necesse esse ab alio) becomes the two 
“modes” of the being of ens or more precisely, the two states of being. 
Necesse esse per se (God) is forced to create since his being and perfection 
demand the production of the finite. Thus, considered in itself finite ens is 
possibile esse, yet considered with respect to the essence of Necesse esse, it 
can also be considered as necesse esse (ab alio). In this regard, Fabro writes: 


Thus one understands why for Alfarabi and Avicenna the reality of the finite, 
of all that which “according to the essence” is called possibile esse, should be 
understood according to “composition”, whose elements are precisely the 
essence of the finite as possibile esse and the “relation of dependence in act”, 
that the finite has from the Necesse esse which makes it be in act and, 
penetrating it with its causality, also makes it become necesse esse (per aliud, 
ab alio...)’. 


In conclusion and by way of contrast to Avicenna conception of 
metaphysics, Fabro offers St. Thomas’s view of causality, the composition 
of finite being and the emergence of esse over essence — all three of which 
confirm God’s complete freedom in creating and transcendence: 


Avicenna founds and resolves the composition into causality, while St. Thomas 
resolves and founds causality in the composition and in the originary and static 
Diremption of esse, as esse per essentiam and ens per participationem. 
Therefore, while in Avicenna the ultimate intentional reference of 
metaphysical analysis is the essence and the modes of being are referred to the 
modes of essence, for St. Thomas the supreme reference is Esse as first and 
ultimate act, such that, strictly speaking, the “first quality” that belongs to God 
is not that of Necesse esse, but that of Esse ipsum, Esse subsistens... Thanks to 
the “emergence” that is proclaimed about esse over essence and over every 
form, divine esse gathers and comprehends in se all created perfections in an 
emergent and simple way, above all those perfections proper to the spiritual 
life, namely, intellect and will. Thanks to the “transcendence” that pertains to 
esse over essence, God lives perfectly blessed in himself such that the relation, 


an ay FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 213. 
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that he can have toward the creature, is in full freedom (indifference) both 


. 338 
before and after creation”. 


ok ok ok 


Before concluding this section on the sources of St. Thomas’s 
metaphysics, I would like to recall that my goal throughout was a synthetic 
presentation of Fabro’s interpretation and not a critical analysis of the same. 
In this way, I hope that Fabro’s references to Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle 
and others in his more theoretical texts are made more intelligible and are 
able to be contextualized as necessary. On the whole, Fabro’s interpretation 
of St. Thomas’s sources was developed and crystallized before 1960 and 
does not take into account the advances made in historical studies since 
then. At the same time, we have seen that in his investigation, Fabro 
employs the critical-speculative method more than the historical-critical 
method. Consequently, Fabro is concerned above all with the speculative 
principles (emergence of act, notion of participation, dialectic of 
participation, real distinction, etc...) that are implicitly or explicitly 
contained in these authors and subsequently incorporated into St. Thomas’s 
“emergent synthesis”. To this synthesis we now turn. 


3. Being and participation in Aquinas’s metaphysics 


Thomas Aquinas began his intellectual career shortly after the 
introduction of a substantial number of Aristotle’s works into Europe during 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. This occasioned the possibility of 
harmonizing and reconciling the Neo-Platonism developed by Christian 
thinkers with the logical and metaphysical thrust of Aristotelian thought in a 
new, superior synthesis*>”. In this section, we look specifically at Fabro’s 
interpretation of St. Thomas’s synthesis and thought on being and 
participation. While not an exhaustive list, Fabro’s interpretation of St. 
Thomas involves the following hermeneutical keys: 

First, to understand St. Thomas’s work properly, an investigation into 
his sources is essential. At the same time, Fabro holds that one should be 
aware that in St. Thomas’s interpretation of his sources, he often tends to 
attribute to his predecessors what is actually his own radical discovery. 
Thus, St. Thomas’s interpretation is characterized by Fabro as an “intensive 


sek OF FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica’, TPM, 214. 
°° See C. FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XII, 
259-265; reprinted in BIT, 19-27 and IST 56-67. 
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exegesis and a “synthetic exegesis which follows an “intensive- 
regressive method”*” or “method of intense assimilation-creation”**. An 
intensive exegesis is not a historical-static type of exegesis, but rather a 
speculative-dynamic one**, According to Fabro, this means that St. 
Thomas’s interpretations are not ruled by rigorous “historical fidelity” to the 
sources, but rather by the intrinsic coherence of the fundamental principles 
present in the authors**. “Intensive method”, in the context of the history of 
philosophy, is understood as “a higher synthesis whereby the fundamental 
principles of two opposing doctrines are reconciled”*“°. Thus, St. Thomas’ s 
“synthesis” may be characterized as a_ dialectical Aufhebung 
(“disengagement”) which, at times, “overturns” the original meaning of the 
sources. St. Thomas’s method, then, “both in the historical interpretation of 
the sources, as in the ulterior development of the principles is essentially a 
‘synthetic’ progressive method, which is inclined to gather all the aspects of 
truth, dispersed here and there, or poorly understood in preceding systems, 
and then seek to assimilate them and incorporate them into a living 


40 See C. FABRO, ET, 396 and 404: “The attribution to the two great 
philosophers is certainly a speculative extension of St. Thomas himself according 
to his intensive exegesis with which he, anticipating — in his own way -— the 
Hegelian method, makes the progress of speculative Jogos correspond to the 
succession of the most representative figures of its history”. 

*T See C. FABRO, PC, 318. 

*? See C. FABRO, “II nuovo problema dell’essere e la fondazione della 
metafisica’, 481, n. 8. In the article, Fabro refers to NWP 46-47: “St. Thomas has 
an elevated idea concerning the development of the human spirit. Looking at its 
history from above, and dominating almost two thousand years of speculative 
experience, St. Thomas quickly came to a ‘dynamic’ conception and serenely 
optimistic conception of intellectual life. In the various attempts, he saw 
development according to a harmonious continuity, from the first uncertain and 
partial contacts up to the definitive and calm conquest of truth. Here, is both the 
secret of an exact evaluation of Thomistic thought and its difficulty. The Angelic 
Doctor does not turn to the Sources in order to trace the ‘temporal’ history of ideas 
alone, but for the ‘non-temporal truth’ that they enclose”. See also NMP 77-78. 

LG, FABRO, “L’emergenza dell’ atto tomistico...”, 165. 

4 See C. FABRO, “Platonism, Neoplatonism and Thomism...”, 94. 

** See C. FABRO, NMP 332: “Thomism as a speculative system is ruled, first 
of all, by the intrinsic coherence of its principles and not by ‘historical’ fidelity to 
the sources”. 

sua a FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 458. 
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unity’**7, As a consequence, Fabro continually stresses the novelty of St. 
Thomas’s thought with respect to his predecessors and considers St. 
Thomas’s thought as a “speculative extension” of certain key metaphysical 
notions (act, participation, esse, etc.) found in the texts of St. Thomas’s 
sources. For Fabro, these “extensions” are most evident in St. Thomas’s 
commentaries on Aristotle and Boethius. 

Second, in his article on “Tommaso d’ Aquino” in the Enciclopedia 
Cattolica (1954), Fabro summarizes two points which guide his 
interpretation of St. Thomas’s use of sources: the first regards St. Thomas 
intention to be faithful to Aristotelian thought; the second concerns the ever- 
increasing influence of Neo-Platonism on St. Thomas. First, “St. Thomas 
intends to and declares that he wants to offer the Aristotelian conception of 
the real. His activity as commentator of the principal works of the 
Philosopher, understood above all in the search for the most genuine reading 
of the text and its direct meaning, convalidates his adhesion to 
Aristotelianism which is unconditioned as regards the fundamental 
theoretical content, both with regard to the content of being, and with 
respect to the method to express it in the definition of truth” *8” Second, 
from the beginning, St. Thomas introduces and intensifies, clarifying with 
greater critical consciousness, a complex of texts, principles and 
methodological suggestions of evident Platonic or — more exactly — Neo- 
Platonic derivation: this brings him to seek an accord between Plato and 
Aristotle, especially in his later years. These two points constitute Fabro’s 
“exegetical line’*”” of interpretation of Thomistic metaphysics, both with 
regard to the more static, structural problems of being and the dynamic ones 
of the becoming and causality of being. 

Third, Fabro is highly attentive to the evolution of St. Thomas’s 
thought and the chronological progress of Aquinas’s texts’. Fabro is not 
indifferent to whether a text is from St. Thomas’s Scriptum on Peter 
Lombard’s Sentences or St. Thomas’s Lectio of John’s Prologue. Fabro 
characterizes the evolution of Aquinas’s thought regarding certain 


ae 8 FABRO, NMP, 47. See also “Appunti di un itinerario”, 24, n. 15 where 
Fabro refers to St. Thomas’s “principle of synthetic assimilation” and the outline of 
sources in NMP, 118. 

*8 See C. FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XII, 
264; BIT 26 and IST 66. 

*” See C. FABRO, PC, 397. 

*° See C. FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XII, 
255-257; BIT 11-15; IST 39-44. 
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metaphysical problems as a “modal evolution” and not a doctrinal one. This 
means that the evolution concerns principally the way the arguments are 
presented and developed and not the content of the arguments themselves. 
According to Fabro, this evolution is evident in St. Thomas’s arguments for 
the real distinction, the argument of the Fourth Way based on participation 
and the notions of predicamental and transcendental causality. 

Fourth, in his work on St. Thomas, Fabro concentrates primarily on 
the metaphysical role of structural and causal participation in St. Thomas’s 
thought and the determination of esse as actus essendi. Without denying the 
advantages in this approach, this leads him to neglect somewhat (at least in 
his published works) other metaphysical themes such as_ substance, 
exemplary causality and final causality. Likewise, Fabro’s interest is 
predominantly “ontological” and this allows him to pass over certain logical 
or gnoseological aspects of metaphysical problems®>’. In neither case, 
however, are we dealing with erroneous interpretations, but rather with a 
certain incompleteness due to the emphasis giving to certain themes and his 
overall metaphysical approach. 

Fifth, Fabro’s adhesion to St. Thomas is not the result of an a priori 
decision*’, but rather is continually confirmed by his investigations into 
classical thought and his attempt to respond to the demands posed by 
modern and contemporary thinkers. For Fabro, classical thought culminates 
in St. Thomas’s “intensive synthesis”, while modern and contemporary 
questions (especially Kant, Hegel, Heidegger) find an adequate response in 
St. Thomas. Fabro also invites us to read St. Thomas in his “real context’, 
namely, according to the presence of the sources of classical and Christian 
thought*?, 


ee See, for example, Fabro’s interpretation of esse commune. See C. FABRO, 
“L’ esse tomistico e la ripresa della metafisica’, in TPM, 404: “The expression, 
‘Ipsum esse est actualitas omnium rerum...’ — to which, one can admit, the 
expression of esse commune corresponds in the sense that esse is the act of ‘every’ 
ens and, for this reason, of every form and perfection and, thus, esse commune is a 
synonym of the actus essendi of every ens and, therefore, of esse participatum in 
general which is the act of finite ens insofar as it is distinct from Esse per 
essentiam which is God alone — cannot cause problems and is the abstract synonym 
of actus”. 

*°? See E. FONTANA, “Gli esordi di un gran pensatore”, in J. VILLAGRASA 
(ed.), Neotomismo e suarezismo. Il confronto di Cornelio Fabro, APRA, Roma 
2006, 25-26. 

*3 See C. FABRO, PC, 41-42. 
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With these hermeneutical keys in mind, we first look at Fabro’s 
presentation of the originality of the Thomistic “emergent synthesis”. This is 
followed by a study of two important themes for our inquiry: the variety of 
meanings of Thomistic esse and the Fabrian distinction between esse in actu 
and esse ut actus; and the Thomistic notion of participation. 


3.1 The originality of the Thomistic “emergent synthesis” 


Fabro holds that the heart of the Thomistic synthesis is found in “the 
assimilation and mutual subordination of the couplets of act-potency and 
participatum-participans in the emergence of the new concept of esse?" 
This insight is found in Fabro’s earliest works. In fact, the conclusion of his 
1939 work on the notion of participation is entitled: “Platonism and 
Aristotelianism: Originality of the Thomistic Synthesis”*”?. Fabro points out 
that in Thomistic metaphysics there is a correspondence between Platonic 
and Aristotelian thought and that St. Thomas’s synthesis is neither the 
absorption of one line of thought into the other, nor the substitution of one 
with the other, but rather is a true synthesis that implies a mutual, 
“methodological emergence” of one line of thought over the other. The 
originality of St. Thomas’s synthesis is found in its harmony of several 
principles and not in one architectonic, analytic principle. This is explained 
by Fabro in the Conclusion to NMP as follows: 


a) In the foundation and constitution of Thomistic metaphysics, the two 
couplets — the Platonic one of participant and participated, the Aristotelian one 
of potency and act — are intrinsically complementary; 

b) the Platonic couplet, when confronted with the Aristotelian one, offers a 
greater “heuristic” value for the discussion and investigation of the problems; 

c) the Aristotelian couplet, on the other hand, presents itself as more apt for 
the systematization of the conclusions already acquired, and for the analytical 
derivation of the properties of the objects; 

d) in both case, we are dealing with a “methodological” emergence of one 
over the other and not of a complete substitution or absorption of one into the 
other. The Platonic couplet truly remains too imprecise if its results are not 
placed beneath the Aristotelian couplet, just as it remained imprecise and 
fruitless, even damaging in those thinkers, those predecessors of St. Thomas, 
who did not make use of the Aristotelian instrument. But no less sterile 
remains the Aristotelian couplet if not preceded by and sustained by the 


ray Os FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 469. 
*°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 325-347. 
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Platonic one — as happened in Avveroism. It is too difficult to be able to say in 
what the speculative originality of Thomism consists; but I think that, more 
than indicating it in a thesis or particular doctrine, it is more exact, historically 
and doctrinally, to indicate it in the harmony that the system achieves in all its 
parts, not through the analytical development of a single principle, but through 
a wise tempering of those two contrary demands*”. 


Fabro argues that St. Thomas’s texts clearly expound the 
complementariness of Platonic participation and Aristotelian act: “Every 
participated is compared to the participant as its act”, “Every participant 
is related to the participated as potency to act”**. “In each case, it is 
necessary that participated esse be compared to the nature participating in it 
as act to potency”*”. “For that which is received as participated, must be the 
act of the participating substance itself’. “But what participates to a 
greater degree in any perfection is compared to that which participates in it 
to a lesser degree, as act to potency, and agent to patient’”**'. “Every thing 
that is in act is either act itself, or is potency participating in acto”, 


an OF FABRO, NMP, 340. See also: C. FABRO, “The Intensive 
Hermeneutics...”, 468: “In De substantiis separatis (1272-1273) [St. Thomas] 
solves the classic Neoplatonic problem of the accord between Plato and Aristotle 
through his ‘new’ notion of participation. This he does in Chapter 3, De 
convenientia positionum Aristotelis et Platonis, where he shows the agreement of 
the two philosophers on such important doctrines as the real composition of 
essence and esse in creatures, the absolute immortality of spiritual substances, and 
the notion of divine Providence, while in Chapter 4, De differentia dictarum 
positionum Aristotelis et Platonis, he shows that their differences concern only 
very secondary points”. 

*7 See C. FABRO, NMP, 326-327; I, q. 75 a. 5 ad 4: “Omne participatum 
comparatur ad participans ut actus eius”’. 

*8 Quodlibet. Il, q. 8, a. 20: “Omne participans se habet ad participatum, 
sicut potentia ad actum”’. 

°° De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 1: “Necesse est quod esse participatum in 
unoquoque comparetur ad naturam participantem ipsum sicut actus ad potentiam”’. 

°® De substantiis separatis, ch. 3: “Id enim quod recipitur ut participatum 
oportet esse actum ipsius substantiae participantis”’. 

°°! Compendium theologiae, 1, ch. 124: “Quod autem magis participat 
quamcumque perfectionem comparatur ad id quod minus ipsam participat, sicut 
actus ad potentiam, et agens ad patiens” 

°© Quodlibet. Ill, q. 1 a. 1: “Omne quod est actu vel est ipse actus, vel est 
potentia participans actum”’. 
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When the couplets of participated-participant and act-potency are 
applied to the doctrine of esse, every formality (whether predicamental or 
transcendental) is seen as potency with respect to its own act: “For the 
essence of the form itself is compared to esse as potency to its own act? 
Esse is, at the same time, both the act of all concrete things and the act of all 
forms. As well, esse is that in which the forms and formalities participate: 
“Esse itself is compared to life and to other similar things as participated in, 
and thus, esse is prior to and simpler than life and other similar things, and 
is compared to them as their act’*™. 

The Thomistic notion of participation, then, is neither exclusively 
Platonic or Aristotelian, both rather “takes from Platonism the idea of 
exemplar relationship and absolute distinction between participating being 
and Esse subsistens, and from Aristotelianism the principle of real 
composition and real causality at every level of participated, finite being’. 
Fabro affirms that this complementariness between participation and act in 
the Thomistic notion of esse is due largely to the influence and mediation of 
Neo-Platonic thought. The Thomistic synthesis “accepts the metaphysical 
nucleus of Platonic transcendence (notion of creation, composition of esse 
and essence, doctrine of analogy) and welds it with the act of Aristotelian 
immanence (the unity of substantial form, the intellective soul as substantial 
form of the body, the doctrine of abstraction). The originality of the dialectic 
of esse was fully developed by Aquinas especially in his later works 
because of a more direct knowledge of some Neoplatonic writings, such as 
those of Proclus and Porphyry”*”. Due to this Neo-Platonic influence, St. 


363 . . . 
Q. D. De Anima, a. 6: “Ipsa enim essentia formae comparatur ad esse 


sicut potentia ad proprium actum”’. 

** In V De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 1: “Ipsum esse comparatur ad vitam et 
ad alia huiusmodi sicut participatum, et sic esse prius est et simplicius est quam 
vita et alia huismodi, et comparatur ad ea ut actus eorum”’. 

ae OF FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 469. 

uae Os FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 468-469. See also, 
“L’emergenza dell’atto tomistico...”, 165: “The Thomistic conception of act in the 
latter phase [of his thought] returns [si riaccosta] to the Platonic principle of 
perfectio separata, in order to surpass both Plato and Aristotle together, in an 
original conception, which maintains both speculative instances: of perfection and 
of act. This process of profound spiritual evolution in the Thomistic conception of 
act which results and brings the final emergence of esse as absolute act to 
fulfillment seems to have been stimulated above all by the neo-Platonic sources 
(Ps. Dionysius, Boethius, De Causis...), which, however, are channeled in the 
speculative elevation of Aristotelian act”. 
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Thomas was able to move from a more Aristotelian, functional notion of 
esse (esse in actu) to what Fabro calls actual esse (esse ut actus): 


The theoretical originality of St. Thomas’s speculation with respect to classical 
thought — whether Platonic or Aristotelian, as well as with respect to Patristic 
thought and to the speculation of his time — was in the clear proposal of giving 
the meaning of emergent “act” par excellence to esse: or rather the “passage” 
from functional esse (esse in actu) of a content-based metaphysics of ‘form’ to 
actual esse (esse ut actus) which is esse, always act and only act*”’. This 
promotion of esse, as actus essendi, to primum metaphysicum has had for 
intermediary — as we have said — the Neo-platonic speculation on esse and, in 
particular, the work of De Causis and of Pseudo-Dionysius to whom St. 
Thomas expressly refers to from his first writings onward*®. 


The passage from Aristotelian, functional esse — its use in a judgment as 
copula or to indicate the being-in-act of the form — to esse ut actus as a real, 
constitutive principle in creatures and to God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens, is 
made possible by the Thomistic reduction of essence and form to potency 
when compared with esse ipsum: 


The originality of Thomistic metaphysics has its fulcrum in this “passage to the 
limit” from functional Aristotelian esse to supreme esse subsistens, in other 
words, in this metaphysical promotion of formal Aristotelian esse, which is not 
yet, to esse reale subsistens (God) which, always and above all, is and gives 
being and existence to all the other beings. In the end, one must recognize that 
the semantics of the Aristotelian tO 6v centered on civat, according to the 
expression of Perihermeneias, is actuated with the €ot.tv expressed by the 
proposition’s copula (Periherm., 3, 16 b 12ff.) For Aristotle this esse that 
actuates in the “figures of predication”, has a strictly formal character. That 
which is in act has the act and is the concrete substance, the singular essence, 


67 C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, Aquinas 2 (1959), 
194-195. 

eG. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, 196. See C. FABRO, 
“The Overcoming of the Neoplatonic Triad...”, 105: “The commentary of Saint 
Thomas on the De Causis has a well-defined character. It aims to demonstrate the 
absolute dominion of God, the First cause, and his unity insofar as he is the ipsum 
esse subsistens, and to do so according to the reduction of intensive esse proposed 
by Dionysius. The fundamental agreement of the doctrines of the De Causis with 
those of Proclus is beyond discussion, and the Dionysian turn effected by Saint 
Thomas in his commentary concerns his own synthesis and transcends his 
interpretation of the text’. 
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the first substance. The very act is the forma that confers actuality to the whole. 
Thomism, though, begins where Aristotelianism ends insofar as, thanks to the 
concept of creation, it posits that essence is not the ultimate founding 
[principle] but, in turn, is founded on esse according to a double and radical 
original “Diremtion’*”. 


Fabro also speaks of St. Thomas coming to the notion of intensive esse 
through a confluence of Platonic separatism and _ Aristotelian 
immanentism?”’. 

In a later article, “Il neotomismo in Italia” (1965), Fabro emphasizes 
that the originality of Thomistic speculation is also due to the role of 
participation. The notion of participation is involved both in the problem of 
the structure of being as in the problem of causality and dependence. It is 
this notion of participation that effectively overcomes the limits of Platonic 
transcendentalism and Aristotelian immanence: “In Thomistic speculation, 
the metaphysical notion of participation expresses the ultimate theoretical 
reference — above all in the crucial points — of the structure of the real both 
from the static point of view of real composition as in the dynamic one of 
causality and both in the predicamental order of finite ens as in the 
transcendental order of the relation of the finite to the Infinite’?*”’. 

Thus, according to Fabro, the term “Thomistic synthesis” needs to be 
clarified and understood as an “emergent synthesis” which involves a 
dialectical correspondence between the two lines of thought: “The 
originality of Thomism, then, is seen not so much in a synthesis of 


°° C. FABRO, PC, 212-213. “Passage to the limit” is one of Fabro’s 
characteristic methodological expressions. At times, the limit refers to God as 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens; at other times, the “limit” is esse as perfection of all 
perfections and act of all acts. In the text, Fabro is drawing upon distinctions made 
between esse as copula, formal esse, functional esse, participated esse and esse 
subsistens. 

ae OF FABRO, PC, 222: “The Thomistic conquest of intensive esse comes 
from a fortunate confluence of Platonism and Aristotelianism which implies, in the 
most paradoxical form, the overturning [capovolgimento] of the polemic regarding 
both directions [of thought]: Platonic separatism clearly produces intensive esse 
which is the unique separate subsistent form since it constitutes the essence and the 
definition of God, who does not have essence or definition; Aristotelian 
immanentism of act in the potency permits, first of all, the conception of esse as 
participated act and then the absolute emergence of esse as Pure Act which is the 
incommunicable ‘metaphysical quality’ of esse per essentiam”. 

*”! C. FABRO, “II neotomismo in Italia”, 388. 
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Platonism and Aristotelianism — which anyway is impossible and which 
would be purely extrinsic like the Hellenistic Neo-Platonism of Porphyry or 
Proclus... — nor even a revival of integral Aristotelianism — which anyways 
was mixed right away with Platonic and Stoic elements in Greek thought 
itself (see Neo-Platonism again) — but more precisely an ‘emergence’ that 
St. Thomas was able to realize over the two speculations. It can be indicated 
in the form of a dialectical correspondence of mutual foundation between 
the two philosophies”*””. 

Such texts begin to reveal how St. Thomas’s sources each contributed 
in some way to the development of Thomistic esse. None of these sources 
are completely “accepted”, but rather their doctrines are “‘assumed’*”’. Our 
study of Fabro’s interpretation of sources revealed that St. Thomas 
“assumes” Plato’s principles of participation and separated perfection; 
Aristotle’s principle of the emergence of act and principle of the immanence 
of formal act; Boethius’ meaningfulness of esse ipsum; Proclus’ and De 
Causis’ primacy of esse over other formalities; Pseudo-Dionysius’ 
overcoming of Platonic “separatism” and unification of various perfections 
in the One Principle; and Avicenna’s ens as first concept and distinction 
between essence and esse in creatures*”*. 

Fabro’s_ article, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism: 
Convergencies and Divergencies” (1969: Italian; 1970: English), offers 
some of the most thought-provoking paragraphs on how the “fusion” of 
(Neo)-Platonism and Aristotelianism was carried out by St. Thomas. After 
highlighting some of the deficiencies Kremer’s interpretation of Thomistic 
Platonism, Fabro asks, “How did St. Thomas reconcile Plato and 
Aristotle?”. He answers that there is a type of Hegelian Aufhebung in the 


*? C. FABRO, “II neotomismo in Italia”, 388-389. 

mee eh FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento della metafisica tomistica”, TPM, 219: 
“On the one hand very few — in my humble opinion, perhaps none — in the entire 
Middle Ages have had the obstinacy to penetrate the structure and the secrets of a 
classical text as St. Thomas did — it is enough to recall his Aristotelian 
commentaries that have no fear of confrontation, even with that of Averroes’ 
comments; and, on the other hand the observation, at first disturbing, that none of 
the sources — be it Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, Dionysius, Boethius, Proclus, De 
Causis, Avicenna, Averroes — is accepted, in the proper sense of the words, by St. 
Thomas, but only ‘assumed’. This means that in Thomistic speculation, from its 
first presentations, the various sources or “auctoritates’ are assumed as stimuli, 
suggestions, points of departure...”. 

*™ For a synthetic overview of these authors as St. Thomas’s sources, see C. 
FABRO, BIT, 19-27 and IST, 56-67. 
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Thomistic dialectic which disengages itself from the two contrasting 
positions, yet, at the same time, preserves Platonic transcendence and 
Aristotelian immanence®’”. This Aufhebung or “disengagement- 


preservation” is clear in the resulting doctrine on esse: 


Thomistic esse, which the texts present as the first and ultimate act, as the act 
of every act and of every form and perfection — even of pure spiritual forms, 
which, mind you, in regards to esse are reduced to potency — is the most 
unexpected and important result of the meeting of Platonism and 
Aristotelianism in Thomism: from Platonism it takes the formal priority of esse 
as prima rerum creatarum; from Aristotelianism it takes the real absolute 
emergence of esse as “act”. Act, according to Aristotle, is prior to potency: 
hence the first act which is esse, must be (continues St. Thomas) prior to and 
free of any potency, and therefore, the supreme perfection, the perfection of 
every perfection and the proper Name (that is, the less improper!) of God. [...] 
The Thomist esse must therefore be recognized as absolutely original in the 
sense of a superior synthesis (as Aufhebung) of the Neo-Platonic form-totality 
and of the Aristotelian act-emergent and thus not reducible to either of the two: 
in fact it is not by chance that neither in Plato nor in Aristotle, and not even in 
the schools derived from them, is God ever indicated as the esse subsistens*”®. 


The “Thomistic Aufhebung” involves an “intensive exegesis” and “intensive 
hermeneutic” that reconciles Platonic participation, transcendence and 
exemplarity with Aristotelian causality, immanence and composition. This 
reconciliation is also characterized as an “integration”: 


eae On FABRO, “‘Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 88-89: “In such 
a meeting of Platonism and Aristotelianism, the dialectics of the systems could 
envision three solutions: a return of Thomism sic et simpliciter to Platonism in the 
form of emanatism which Platonism is (as is observed for example in St. Albert) — 
and is Kremer’s interpretation; a direct and total adherence to Aristotelianism, and 
this is the position which has become predominant in the Thomistic school; but 
there is also a third solution, that of a Thomism as a ‘disengagement’ (Aufhebung) 
in the Hegelian sense of “disengaging-preserving’ as regards the two contrasting 
positions, that is, in the transcendence of the Platonic Idea and the immanence of 
the Aristotelian act (form). This disengagement is expressed above all in the 
Thomistic conception of esse as actus essendi, and in the consequent conception of 
the ‘ontological difference’ or of the real distinction between essence and esse in 
creatures”. 

ano FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism...”, 90-91. 
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The truth is that St. Thomas has “overturned’’, with his dialectics of the 
Aufhebung, the original sense of the sources, that he gave to the sources that 
which could be called an “intensive” exegesis, that is, not a historical-static 
type of exegesis, but a speculative-dynamic one. In Thomism, the principles 
apparently opposed, the dynamic participation (emanatio...) of Platonism 
flows together with the Aristotelic causality and composition, in order to 
transcend both. It is in this “transcendence” that the respective truth of 
Platonism and of Aristotelianism is saved, and the limit which opposed them is 
overcome. And St. Thomas, it must be acknowledged, has accomplished at 
least a double somersault [capovolgimento]: he promoted the Esse to the first 
metaphysics, insofar as he placed the Esse first and above the Good and the 
One, thus surpassing Platonism, and he elevated the act to indicate the esse 
ipsum, insofar as he indicated in the esse the act kat’éEoxr, thus surpassing 
Aristotelianism which ignores the esse as act, which may (and must) be 
separated from the form or essence, and may (must) produce a real 
composition with the form or essence. The transcendence and immanence, the 
exemplarity and the composition, are not opposed in Thomism but they are 
recalled and integrated, one with and in the other: for this reason we speak of 
“intensive interpretation of synthesis” which permitted St. Thomas to detach 
himself from Neo-Platonism, both in the Augustianian trend of the theologians 


and in the Averroistic trend of the philosophers of his time*””. 


In an earlier work, PC, Fabro concluded the section on Plato’s thought 
by presenting the incorporation of Aristotelian act and causality into 
Platonic participation in terms of “foundation”. Fabro refers to his first work 
on predicamental and transcendental participation in the structure of finite 
being and then shows how these two modes of participation are, from a 
dynamic perspective, also modes of causality. He holds that Aristotelian act 
is given a theoretical foundation by means of participation: the act proper to 
finite ens is ultimately founded on Esse per essentiam by means of the 
notion of participation and esse participatum: 


If the fundamental resolution of the structure of the finite has been recognized 
in the return made by St. Thomas to the Platonic notion of participation — both 
in the predicamental order as in the transcendental one — then for causality, the 
problem is still clearer since participation itself is causality in its essence and 
the modes of participation are modes of causality; one can say, then, that the 
Aristotelian doctrine of causality, limited to the becoming of the causes of 
sensible becoming, is broadened and ‘saved’ by means of its incorporation into 
participation, and not vice versa: this is because the original Thomistic act of 


377 C, FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism, Thomism...”, 94-95. 
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esse — note well — around which not just the problem of the structure of ens 
turns, but also that of causality, is dominated and founded by the notion of 
participation. [...] It is properly by means of the notion of participation that 
Aristotelian act itself can be saved, and theoretically grasped and founded: St. 
Thomas did precisely this, while his adversaries, on the other hand, have not 
seen this nor wanted to do so. In this sense, the sense of the foundation of act, 
one could almost say — however excessive the expression may seem — that St. 
Thomas is more Platonic than St. Augustine himself insofar as — to use an 
expression from Augustine himself — he arrived where Plato intended to arrive, 
to what one could call the conclusive synopsis of the “foundation of ens in 
Being” by means of participation: and this, due to the Aristotelian dialectic of 
act and potency which Augustine lacked*”*. 


Further on in PC, Fabro delves deeper into the Aufhebung of Platonic 
participation and Aristotelian causality in a brief section entitled: 
“Thomistic synthetic causality” (PC, 316-322). According to Fabro, the 
most notable points of this “dialectic of causality” are the following: 


1) The metaphysical notion of participation: “The first division of the real is 
that of esse per essentiam and ens per participationem. This division is more 
universal, from the heuristic point of view than that of potency and act. The 
keystones of Thomistic metaphysics — the demonstration of creation and divine 
motion, total dependence in esse and fieri of the creature from God, and the 
composition of essence and esse, which is the ‘metaphysical difference’ 
between creatures and God — depend exclusively on the notion of 
participation’?”. 

2) The notion of intensive esse: “Esse is not purely mental act (logical esse) 
or real being-in-act (esse of the categories), but is the act of every act or the 
supreme perfection with respect to all the other formalities and perfections are 
considered as participants and this in two senses: first of all, insofar as esse is 
the act of all formalities and perfections which in its regard fall to potency, and 
then insofar as esse which is realized or thought in its formal expansion is the 
comprehensive totality of all perfections which result then its participations”**”. 

3) The metaphysical notion of causality: “To cause is to produce outside of 
oneself distinguishing [this production] from oneself, but the first production is 
to give the act that is and the first distinction is to give it according to the first 
metaphysical difference which is participation. Thus, to cause implies, on the 
part of the formality which is participated, an ‘ontological fall’ or an infinite 
leap between that which is per essentiam (the cause) and that which is per 


378 See C. FABRO, PC, 130-131. 
3 C_ FABRO, PC, 316. 
389 C_ FABRO, PC, 316-317. 
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participationem (the effect): the participant effect is certainly similar to the 
participated cause as regards the formality received, but is, at the same time, 
dissimilar from the cause as regards the mode of having it, which is precisely 
according to the metaphysical difference of participation’”**’. 

4) The notion of universal causality: “Esse (actus essendi) which is the ‘most 
common effect’ is the proper effect of the First Cause; prime matter which is 
the reality which is infinitely distinct from the act can be caused only by the 
First Cause; the spiritual substances insofar as they are simple forms endowed 
with an infinite capacity of reaching (attingere) God himself — knowing and 
loving — are directly caused by the First Cause, which is Esse per 
essentiam’”*®, 


After establishing these principles, Fabro then proceeds to investigate 
the speculative “historical impasse” between Platonic participation and 
Aristotelian causality*®’, According to Fabro, historical Platonism eliminates 
causality and involves two forms of separatism (one formal, the other real) 
which need corrected. Formal separatism reduces esse to “first creature” and 
therefore to a participation; real separation means that esse is only “similar 
to” the participated act and not derived from the act itself. On the other 
hand, historical Aristotelianism annuls participation. On the transcendental 
level, God knows himself in a supreme Act and cannot admit an admixture 
of “other” objects; on the predicamental level, the production of the species 
occurs through the form and not according to participation. 

The errors of both forms of “separatism” are found in their univocal 
conceptions of participation and causality. Platonic participation is seen to 
be univocal in the transcendental and predicamental order since “the One is 
unparticipated, and the entia derive from ‘per se ens’, living things from 
‘per se vita’, just as men from per se homo by means of a similarity and 
univocal derivation’. Aristotelian causality is univocal in both orders since, 
in the transcendental order, God is pure and incommunicable intellect and 
therefore, the “object of desire and not principle of production’, while “in 
the predicamental order, man generates man and plant produces plant... 
where cause and effect are on the same ontological plane, according to the 
perfect identity of nature”***, These univocal notions are corrected by means 
of the metaphysical notion of analogy — which is founded on participation — 
in the Thomistic Aufhebung. 


381 C_ FABRO, PC, 317. 
382 C_ FABRO, PC, 317. 
383 C_ FABRO, PC, 317-318. 
384 C_FABRO, PC, 318. 
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To conclude, the originality of the Thomistic synthesis is found in its 
ability to assume, correct, retain, integrate and surpass the thought of those 
who preceded him. The Neo-Platonic tradition is assumed and surpassed 
“by the elevation of the ens-esse over and above the Good and by the 
consequent emerging synthesis of essentia-esse and of the formal- 
exemplary causality of Plato with the formal-efficient causality of 
Aristotle’**’, The more important points of the combination of Platonic and 
Aristotelian principles that Fabro holds are at work in the Thomistic 
synthesis can be visualized as follows: 


Thomistic Aufhebung and “emergent synthesis” 
Platonic Aristotelian 
Transcendence Immanence 


Formal priority of esse Emergence of act 


The balancing of Platonic and Aristotelian principles means that St. 
Thomas’s metaphysics is neither Platonic to the exclusion of Aristotelian 
metaphysics, nor Aristotelian to the exclusion to Platonic metaphysics. As 
Fabro writes: “In this sense Thomism can be called a Platonism, provided it 
is understood as a Platonism which is structured upon Aristotelian 
metaphysics. Therefore, it can also be called an Aristotelianism which has 
assumed, as a foundation, the Platonic participation. More exactly, then, 
Thomism is ‘Thomism’, that is, it is the metaphysics of the act in which, as 
never before, the opposite exigencies of act and of content are brought 
together and established”***. 


3.2 The various meanings of Thomistic esse 


We have seen that the originality of St. Thomas’s emergent synthesis 
of the thought of his predecessors lies primarily in his notions of esse and 


aan es FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 451. 
a a FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Thomism’, 99. 
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participation. The notion of esse occupies a central place in St. Thomas’s 
metaphysics and takes on a variety of meanings. For example, esse is used 
as a copula in a judgment, to indicate either the essence or actus essendi, or 
to refer to the being-in-act of substance (esse substantiale; subsistence) or 
the being-in-act of accidents (esse accidentale; inherence). In PC and 
several of his articles, Fabro looks at the problem that this plurality of uses 
and meanings creates in the interpretation of St. Thomas’s thought and in 
the ultimate determination of esse. In his works, Fabro seeks to harmonize 
these meanings and uses of esse which, at times, seem offer divergent 
solutions to problems regarding esse (for example, whether or not esse 
accidentale is distinct from the esse of the substance). Fabro’s approach to 
the problem sheds light on the need to distinguish the stages proper to 
metaphysical reflection and the progressive intensification of ens through 
the notion of esse. For Fabro, only in its “intensive meaning”, as actus 
essendi, does esse emerge as the act of all acts and the perfection of all 
perfections. 

The variety of meanings of esse is present in St. Thomas’s youthful 
commentary on Peter Lombard’s Sentences. In one text, he distinguishes 
three meanings of esse. Esse can mean: 1) the quiddity or nature of a thing; 
2) the act of the essence; or 3) the copula that signifies the truth of the 
composition in a proposition’’’. This plurality of meanings of esse is also 
present in more mature works, yet with slight differences. For example, St. 
Thomas uses the term “actus essendi” instead of “actus essentiae’, while a 
reference (in the Summa Theologiae) to esse as essence (quiddity or nature) 
is absent. In his De Potentia, St. Thomas writes: “Ens and esse are said in 
two ways [...]. Sometimes they mean the essence of a thing or the act of 
being (actus essendi), and sometimes they mean the truth of a proposition 
even in things that have no being (esse): thus we say that ‘blindness is’ 
because it is true that a man is blind’***. In his Summa Theologiae, he 


*87 See In I Sent., d. 33 q. 1 a. 1 ad 1: “Uno modo dicitur esse ipsa quidditas 
vel natura rei, sicut dicitur quod definitio est oratio significans quid est esse; 
definitio enim quidditatem rei significat. Alio modo dicitur esse ipse actus 
essentiae; sicut vivere, quod est esse viventibus, est animae actus; non actus 
secundus, qui est operatio, sed actus primus. Tertio modo dicitur esse quod 
significat veritatem compositionis in propositionibus, secundum quod est dicitur 
copula: et secundum hoc est in intellectu componente et dividente quantum ad sui 
complementum; sed fundatur in esse rei, quod est actus essentiae’”’. 

88 De Potentia, q. 7 a. 2 ad 1: “Ens et esse dicitur dupliciter, [...]. 
Quandoque enim significat essentiam rei, sive actum essendi; quandoque vero 
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writes: “Esse can mean either of two things: in one way, it means the act of 
being (actus essendi), in another, it means the composition of a proposition 
effected by the soul in joining a predicate to a subject’””*’. 

Not only does esse have a variety of meanings, but St. Thomas also 
holds that there are different ways of considering created esse: “The 
creature’s esse can be considered in four ways: in the first, according to 
what is in its proper nature; in the second, as it is in our knowledge; in the 
third, as it is in God, in the fourth, commonly, as apart from all of these’”>”?, 
This last way of considering esse, as “esse commune”, is one of the more 
difficult expressions to interpret in St. Thomas’s philosophy*”'. Esse 
commune is similar to Esse divinum in that, like Esse divinum, it has nothing 
added to it. Esse divinum, however, is without addition because it precludes 
any addition; esse commune is without addition because it does not require 
an addition (yet does not preclude additions)*’*. For St. Thomas the 
distinction is clear: esse commune is not Esse divinum*”’, 


significat veritatem propositionis, etiam in his quae esse non habent: sicut dicimus 
quod caecitas est, quia verum est hominem esse caecum”. 

oP I, q. 3, a. 4 ad 2: “Esse dupliciter dicitur, uno modo, significat actum 
essendi; alio modo, significat compositionem propositionis, quam anima adinvenit 
coniungens praedicatum subiecto”. 

°° In I Sent., d. 36 a. 3 q. 1 ad 2: “Ad secundum dicendum, quod esse 
creaturae potest quadrupliciter considerari: primo modo, secundum quod est in 
propria natura; secundo modo, prout est in cognitione nostra; tertio modo, prout est 
in Deo; quarto modo communiter, prout abstrahit ab omnibus his”. For Fabro’s 
commentary on this text, see PC, 364-365. 

*! See F. O’ROURKE, Pseudo-Dionysius and the Metaphysics of Aquinas, 
148. 

* 'T, q. 3, a. 4 ad 1: “Ad primum ergo dicendum quod aliquid cui non fit 
additio potest intelligi dupliciter. Uno modo, ut de ratione eius sit quod non fiat e1 
additio; sicut de ratione animalis irrationalis est, ut sit sine ratione. Alio modo 
intelligitur aliquid cui non fit additio, quia non est de ratione eius quod sibi fiat 
additio, sicut animal commune est sine ratione, quia non est de ratione animalis 
communis ut habeat rationem; sed nec de ratione eius est ut careat ratione. Primo 
igitur modo, esse sine additione, est esse divinum, secundo modo, esse sine 
additione, est esse commune”. See De Veritate, q. 21, a. 1 for more on the question 
of addition. 

3 See De Potentia, q. 7, a. 2 ad 6: “Divinum esse non est esse commune”. 
Fabro points out that one of the deficiencies of Kremer’s work is the identification 
of esse commune and esse divinum. See C. FABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism and 
Thomism’, 82: “Rather, what leaves us perplexed and surprised is the 
identification of the Esse ipsum subsistens (God) with the esse commune, an 
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Up to this point we have seen that esse can refer to the quiddity or 
essence of a thing, to the actuality of the essence or the act of the being, to 
the copula in a proposition, to God, and to a notion in the mind — either as 
the notion of the esse of a particular ens or in a very abstract sense as esse 
commune. However, there are still more uses of esse: esse naturale* so esse 
gratiae>, esse intentionale et esse spirituale*”’, esse formale”’ and esse 
essentiae. St. Thomas distinguishes esse substantiale?* from esse 
accidentale*”” and esse creatum from esse subsistens’”°’. He holds that esse 
substantiae is the same as actus essentiae*'. In later works, St. Thomas 


identification which Kremer cannot support with any Thomistic text but which he 
presents solely on the basis of the Neo-Platonic identification of the esse with 
forma and of the esse commune with the Forma universalis of all living things”. 

4 Tq. 14, a. 2 ad 3: “Esse naturale non est materiae primae, quae est in 
potentia, nisi secundum quod est reducta in actum per formam’’. 

5 See Super IT ad. Cor., ch. 5, lect. 4: “Est autem duplex esse, scilicet esse 
naturae et esse gratiae”. 

36 Im IIT De anima, lect. 24, n. 513: “Et per hunc modum, sensus recipit 
formam sine materia, quia alterius modi esse habet forma in sensu, et in re 
sensibili. Nam in re sensibili habet esse naturale, in sensu autem habet esse 
intentionale et spirituale’”’. 

3°7 See Summa contra Gentiles, I, q. 26. St. Thomas shows that God is not 
the formal esse of all things since formal esse is divided into the esse of the 
substance and the esse of the accidents; God is neither substantial esse nor 
accidental esse: “Quod Deus non est esse formale omnium. Ex his autem 
confutatur quorundam error qui dixerunt deum nihil aliud esse quam esse formale 
uniuscuiusque rei. Nam esse hoc dividitur per esse substantiae et esse accidentis. 
Divinum autem esse neque est esse substantiae neque esse accidentis, ut probatum 
est. Impossibile est igitur deum esse illud esse quo formaliter unaquaeque res est”’. 

8 See I, q. 83, a. 3 ad 2: “materia prima habet esse substantiale per 
formam”; I, q. 76, a. 4 sed contra: “Sed contra, unius rei est unum esse 
substantiale. Sed forma substantialis dat esse substantiale’; Principiis naturae, ch. 
1. 

3” See De Veritate, q. 21, a. 5; Summa contra Gentiles, IV, ch. 14; Principiis 
naturae, ch. 1. 

49 I, q. 7, a. 2 ad 1: “Est contra rationem facti, quod essentia rei sit ipsum 
esse eius, quia esse subsistens non est esse creatum’’. 

“°l De Potentia q. 5 a. 4 ad 3: Ad tertium dicendum, quod esse non dicitur 
accidens quod sit in genere accidentis, si loquamur de esse substantiae (est enim 
actus essentiae), sed per quamdam similitudinem: quia non est pars essentiae, sicut 
nec accidens”’. 
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402 - 403 
more frequently describes esse as actus essendi ~ and actus entis’~ than as 


actus essentiae. As well there is a notable, increased use of esse 
participatum*™ in more mature works, as the following text from De 
spiritualibus creaturis makes clear: 


Accordingly, every thing which is after the first being, since it is not its own 
esse, has an esse that is received in something, through which esse is itself 
contracted; and thus in any created [ens] the nature of the thing which 
participates in esse is one [thing] (aliud), and the participated esse itself is 
another (aliud). And because any thing (res) participates in the first act through 
similitude insofar as it has esse, the participated esse must in each case be 


related to the nature participating in it, as act is related to potency”. 


In a section of PC entitled “The stages in the determination of 
Thomistic esse” (PC, 198-204), Fabro undertakes the difficult task of 
harmonizing some of these uses of esse by St. Thomas. He starts with a 
description of esse in general and then clarifies the meaning of actus 
essentiae, esse essentiae, and esse formale as divided into esse substantiale, 
esse accidentale. Lastly, he looks at the distinction between esse in actu and 
actus essendi: 


“© See In I Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 1; In I Sent. d. 8, q. 5, a. 2; I, q. 3, a. 4 ad 2; In 
III Sent. d. 11, q. 1, a. 2; De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 et ad 1; De Veritate q. 10, a. 2 ad 
13; De Potentia, g. 7, a. 2 ad 1; In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, \ect. 2; Quodlibet. 
IX, q. 4, a. 1; In IV Metaph., lect 2. 

“3 See In III Sent., d. 6, q. 2, a. 2; In III Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 5 ad 2; De 
Veritate, q. 10 a. 8 ad 12: “Esse enim est actus entis”; Quodlibet. IX, q. 2, a. 2: 
“Esse dicitur actus entis in quantum est ens, idest quo denominatur aliquid ens actu 
in rerum natura”; Quodlibet. XII, q. 1 ad 2: “Esse dupliciter dicitur: quandoque 
enim esse idem est quod actus entis; quandoque autem significat compositionem 
enuntiationis, et sic significat actum intellectus”; De natura accidentis, ch. 1. 

404 De Veritate, q. 21, a. 5 ad 1: “Esse substantiale, non est ipsa essentia rei, 
sed esse participatum’”; I, q. 12, a. 4: “Nulla creatura est suum esse, sed habet esse 
participatum”; I-II, q. 3, a. 7: “Angeli autem habent esse participatum, quia solius 
Dei suum esse est sua essentia”; See also Quodlibet. I, q. 8; In Librum De Causis, 
lect. IV, V and IX; De substantiis separatis, ch. 8 and 14. 

“ De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 1: “Omne igitur quod est post primum ens, 
cum non sit suum esse, habet esse in aliquo receptum, per quod ipsum esse 
contrahitur; et sic in quolibet creato aliud est natura rei quae participat esse, et aliud 
ipsum esse participatum. Et cum quaelibet res participet per assimilationem 
primum actum in quantum habet esse, necesse est quod esse participatum in 
unoquoque comparetur ad naturam participantem ipsum, sicut actus ad potentiam”’. 
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1) Esse: “In general, esse means the act realized in an order, real or 
logical; it means being in act and therefore realizing something’”*”°, 

2) In the real order, esse as actus essentiae has two meanings: “actus 
essentiae can mean both the formal reality of the essence and the principle 
of its actuation, namely, actus essendi which is distinct from [the 
essence]"°”, 

3) Esse as esse essentiae is applicable to both the logical and the real 
orders: “Esse essentiae is the formal reality of the essence in its logical- 
metaphysical structure considered in se, namely, insofar as it is isolated 
[astrae] from both logical esse (such as species) and from real esse (such as 
singular substance): one could call it esse formale”**, According to Fabro, 
esse essentiae (esse formale) is common to all the predicaments, both 
substance and accidents, and encompasses the division of esse into 
substantiale and accidentale. 

4) Esse substantiale refers to subsistere — the mode of being proper to 
the substance; while esse accidentale refers to inesse — the mode of being 
proper to the accidents: 


A confirmation and application of esse essentiae (metaphysical essence) is the 
division of esse in esse substantiale and esse accidentale which cannot directly 
regarded esse as actus essendi, which is the proper act of the complete 
substance (substantia prima). By the very fact that esse essentiae is said to be 
common to all predicaments, and is therefore either substantial or accidental, 
St. Thomas also frequently uses the term esse accidentale: the Angelic Doctor 
explicitly attributes an esse to the accidents next to that of the substance 
(Summa Contra Gen. IV, 14), such that there is a widespread opinion among 
Thomists which attributes an esse as actus essendi in the proper sense to the 
accidents, although it is dependent on the principle esse of the substance. It is 
clear, and is repeated in all St. Thomas’s works, that esse in the strong sense — 
that which makes a real composition with the essence — is the proper act of the 
substance and is sometimes indicated with the special term of subsistere, while 


; é - AO 
inesse pertains to the accidents”. 


5) Esse accidentale indicates “the reality of the accidents insofar as 
they are properties and acts or perfections of the individuated substance 
from which they proceed and in which they are received; [...]. In other 


406 C_ FABRO, PC 198. 
407 C_ FABRO, PC 198. 
408 C_ FABRO, PC 199. 
“°° C. FABRO, PC, 199-200. 
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words, the accidents have and give a ‘modus essendi’ according to a proper 
content and this ‘esse accidentale’, which is actuated according to that 
temporal-plexus, can be called existentia”. Fabro concludes that accidents 
are attributed “a proper existence, a proper special-temporal situation, in the 
substance, but not a proper esse as actus essendi”*'°. 

6) Esse in actu: “Esse in actu corresponds to esse essentiae”"''. Fabro 
notes the correspondence then between the substantial essence and its 
substantial esse and the accidental essence (form) and its accidental esse. 
Accidental esse is the being-in-act (esse in actu) in the whole which is first 
substance. Accidental esse is a secondary existence, derived from the real 
substance”!*. 

7) Esse as actus essendi: “Esse ut actus essendi is the principium 
subsistendi of the substance, thanks to which both the essence of the 
substance as well as that of the accidents are in act’“'*. Fabro parallels the 
multiplicity of meanings of ens with those of esse and draws out the proper 


meaning of each (ens as the complete hypostasis; esse as actus essendi): 


Now if, in general, ens can mean both the essentia according to its various 
considerations (in abstract and in concrete, as possible and as real) and the ens 
which is a concrete singular, ens in the proper sense is only the complete 
hypostasis, Peter, Paul...; and if esse can mean both the essence as 
characteristic formality in the constitution of the substance, and ens which is 
the complete reality in act, esse in the proper sense is only actus essendi which 
gives subsistence to the substance. There is, therefore, esse essentiae and esse 
which is actus essendi; in the sphere of esse essentiae one distinguishes ens 
(esse) substantiale and ens (accidentale) in the sense that we have said: but the 
actualizing esse which is non-divisible actus essendi, is so because it indicates 
the quality of absolute act that makes the first discrimination of the real and the 
first foundation of truth, since it is inseparable and most simple affirmation of 


its act and only has non-being for its contrary*"*. 


As Fabro points out, esse, for St. Thomas, is properly actus essendi. Esse as 
actus essendi, in its intensive meaning, emerges over all other acts, 
formalities and perfections. It is the actuality of all acts and the perfection of 
all perfections: 


“10 Cc FABRO, PC, 200. 
“11 C_ FABRO, PC, 201. 
“12 C_ FABRO, PC, 201. 
“13 C_ FABRO, PC, 201. 
“14 C_FABRO, PC, 203-204. 
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That which I call esse is among all (things), the most perfect, and this is clear 
because act is always more perfect than potency. Now no signate form is 
understood to be in act unless it be supposed to have esse. For humanity or 
fiery nature may be considered as existing potentially in matter, or as existing 
in the power of an agent, or even as in the intellect: but when it has esse it 
becomes an existens in act. Wherefore it is clear that when I say esse, it is the 
actuality of all acts, and therefore the perfection of all perfections*!”. Esse is the 
most perfect of all, for it is compared to all as act; for nothing has actuality 
except insofar as it is. Hence esse is the actuality of all things, even their forms. 
Therefore it is not compared to other things as the receiver is to the received; 


but rather as the received to the receiver"!®. 


Several of these meanings of esse overlap; thus, the following table is 
helpful to show the correspondence and difference between the meanings: 


Esse in actu [2] Esse accidentale [3] 
(esse essentiae; esse formale) 
Esse as actus Esse substantiale [4] 
essentiae [1] 
Actus essendi [5] 


[1] Esse as actus essentiae: act in the real order 

[2] Esse in actu (esse essentiae or esse formale): the formal reality of the 
essence, isolated from both logical esse and esse ut actus 

[3] Esse accidentale (inesse): the mode of being proper to the accidents 

[4] Esse substantiale: (subsistentia): the mode of being proper to the substance 

[5] Actus essendi: principle of the subsistence of the substance; actuating act 
by which both substance and accidents are in act. 


“!S De Potentia, q. 7, a. 2 ad 9: “Ad nonum dicendum, quod hoc quod dico 


esse est inter omnia perfectissimum: quod ex hoc patet quia actus est semper 
perfectio potentia. Quaelibet autem forma signata non intelligitur in actu nisi per 
hoc quod esse ponitur. Nam humanitas vel igneitas potest considerari ut in potentia 
materiae existens, vel ut in virtute agentis, aut etiam ut in intellectu: sed hoc quod 
habet esse, efficitur actu existens. Unde patet quod hoc quod dico esse est 
actualitas omnium actuum, et propter hoc est perfectio omnium perfectionum’’. 

“6 Tq. 4 a. 1 ad 3: “Ad tertium dicendum quod ipsum esse est 
perfectissimum omnium, comparatur enim ad omnia ut actus. Nihil enim habet 
actualitatem, nisi inquantum est, unde ipsum esse est actualitas omnium rerum, et 
etiam ipsarum formarum. Unde non comparatur ad alia sicut recipiens ad receptum, 
sed magis sicut receptum ad recipiens”’. 
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In the section of PC entitled “The Thomistic Metaphysics of Esse’, 
one of Fabro’s central arguments is that there is a development in St. 
Thomas’s doctrine of esse and that, over the years, St. Thomas moves in his 
reflections on esse from the positions of Aristotle, Avicenna and Averroes 
into the “new dimensions of transcendence” that he discovers in Boethius, 
Dionysius and De Causis. In St. Thomas’s early works — particularly in De 
ente et essentia and his commentary on Lombard’s Sentences — one notes a 
sort of semantic equivalence between ens and esse. For Fabro, this is 
because “esse is still the simple abstract [notion] of ens’*'’ and seems to be 
reduced to “habere actu essentiam’” or, a relation of pertaining in the real 
order (categorial esse) or logical order (predicative esse). At the same time, 
while several of St. Thomas’s texts divide esse into two meanings, his 
commentary on the Sentences also includes a triple division of esse which 
distinguishes between esse as quidditas, esse as actus essentiae and esse 
used in reference to the truth of composition in a proposition (see Jn I Sent., 
d. 33, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1). According to Fabro, this initial period of St. Thomas’s 
thought on “first form” of esse and the arguments for the real distinction 
closes with the writing of Summa Contra Gentiles. Fabro concludes that: 
“St. Thomas had always admitted the real distinction of esse and essentia’’, 
but that “there was a development in the mode of interpreting it, which 
supposes, in its turn, a development of deepening in the way of 
understanding esse as act’”*'®, 

Fabro argues that this development in St. Thomas’s understanding of 
esse involves two moments: 1) an unconditional embracing (assumption) of 
the “definition” of God found in Exodus 3:14 (“I Am who Am’) in which 
esse is assumed to the ultimate metaphysical determination of the essence of 
God and placed as the supreme constitutive perfection; and 2) dialectically 
inserting this biblical notion into the classical tradition (Platonism, 
Aristotelianism, Neo-Platonism), whose content and themes, in turn, are 
transformed and elevated by the biblical notion*'’. Fabro then shows how 


“!7 C, FABRO, PC, 174: “Come si vede nel seguente testo contemporaneo al 
De ente dove si puo notare l’equivalenza semantica di ens ed esse, perché esse é 
ancora il semplice astratto di ens: ‘Esse dicitur dupliciter: uno modo secundum 
quod ens significat essentiam rerum prout dividitur per decem genera; alio modo 
secundum quod esse significat compositionem quam anima facit; et istud ens 
philosophus appellat verum’ Un J Sent., d. 19, g. 5, a. 1 ad 1)”. 

7G FABRO,PC, 177. 

*! C. FABRO, PC, 177-178. 
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both Pseudo-Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus, V (PC, 183-188) and De 
Causis, prop. 4 (PC, 188-198), influenced St. Thomas’s doctrine. 


*% % * 


In conclusion, the fact that the notion of esse has a variety of 
meanings and uses means that when St. Thomas uses the term in a text, we 
need to be attentive to what “type” of esse he is referring to. As a 
confirmation of Fabro’s reading, we find that the Fabrian distinction 
between esse in actu and esse ut actus is helpful on a theological level to 
harmonize apparently divergent texts on Christ’s one esse’. On a 
philosophical level, the distinction is helpful when dealing with texts which 
link knowledge of esse to judgment*”! or when dealing with the problem of 


the esse of accidents*””. 


3.3 The Thomistic notion of participation 


To understand Fabro’s interpretation of the Thomistic notion of 
participation, it is helpful to look first at Fabro’s explanation of St. 
Thomas’s In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2, found in NMP (1939)*”. 
Boethius’ propositions inspire St. Thomas to expound briefly his conception 
of the “structure of the concrete” and the relationship between the concrete 
and the abstract. According to St. Thomas, the initial propositions of De 
Hebdomadibus, which follow upon ens, deal with the diversity between the 
abstract and the concrete according to reason (secundum intentiones), while 
the propositions that follow upon “wnum” deal with their diversity in reality. 

In the commentary, St. Thomas offers what Fabro terms St. Thomas’s 
“most complete and systematic” exposition of the metaphysical notion of 
participation’**. Starting from the etymology of the term “participare”, St. 
Thomas provides “a systematic notion of the term ‘to participate’, which is 
applied wherever there are abstracts and concretes in the predicamental 
order of particular natures to their respective universals, in the principles of 


“°° C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 121-125. 

*! C. FABRO, PC, 234-236. 

“2 C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 117-121. 

“3 C. FABRO, NMP, 30: “The obligatory point of departure for every study 
concerning the Thomistic notion of participation is Angelic Doctor’s youthful 
Commentary — as it seems — of Boethius’s De Hebdomadibus’’. 

“4 C_ FABRO, NMP, 31. 
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concrete being and in the order of causal relations”*’>. These three modes of 


participation are: 1) participation of the particular in the universal, 2) 
participation of a subject in a form, and 3) participation of the effect in the 
cause*”. Fabro is quick to note that the first and third meanings seem to go 
well beyond Boethius’ text and problem, yet, at the same time, they are an 
integral part of the solution to the problem of the relationship between being 
itself (ipsum esse) and that which is (quod est). St. Thomas shows that 
ipsum esse cannot be said “‘to participate” in something in the first or second 
way; ens, on the other hand — as the concrete of the abstract esse — does 
participate in esse. Scholars still debate which of the three modes of 
participation corresponds to the participation of ens in esse’, 

Fabro concludes his exposition in NMP of St. Thomas’s Commentary 
with a text, according to Fabro, that explains some of the more important 
metaphysical implications of the notion of participation in both the 
predicamental and transcendental orders. The text is De Potentia q. 7, a. 4 
and explicitly refers to the Boethian text. In synthesis, it states that: 1) a 
form or essence cannot receive the addition of something extraneous to it, 
yet that which has the form or essence can receive something extraneous to 
the form or essence; 2) in every creature, there is a distinction between what 
has a thing and the thing that is had. This translates into a difference 
between: a) the suppositum or individual and its nature; b) the suppositum 
and its esse. A man, then, is neither humanity nor esse, yet is able to have 
accidents, while humanity and esse cannot*’*. Fabro comments on the text, 
adducing three supreme principles for participation: 


“5 C_FABRO, NMP, 33. 

“6 lm Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2: “Secundam differentiam ponit ibi, 
quod est, participare, quae quidem differentia sumitur secundum rationem 
participationis. Est autem participare quasi partem capere; et ideo quando aliquid 
particulariter recipit id quod ad alterum pertinet, universaliter dicitur participare 
illud; sicut homo dicitur participare animal, quia non habet rationem animalis 
secundum totam communitatem; et eadem ratione socrates participat hominem; 
similiter etiam subiectum participat accidens, et materia formam, quia forma 
substantialis vel accidentalis, quae de sui ratione communis est, determinatur ad 
hoc vel ad illud subiectum; et similiter effectus dicitur participare suam causam, et 
praecipue quando non adaequat virtutem suae causae; puta, si dicamus quod aer 
participat lucem solis, quia non recipit eam in ea claritate qua est in sole”. 

“7 See J. WIPPEL, The Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas, 96-124. 

“8 De Potentia, q. 7, a. 4: “1) Nulli naturae vel essentiae vel formae aliquid 
extraneum adiungitur, licet id quod habet naturam vel formam vel essentiam, possit 
aliquid extraneum in se habere; humanitas enim non recipit in se nisi quod est de 
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[1] The relation between abstract and concrete, in every order and form, there 
is a relation of participation, of “having”, in opposition to “being” 
without contraction or limitation. 

[2] This having or being according to limitation can be realized both in the 
predicamental order (of some universal nature with respect to the 
individuals to which it is communicated), and in the transcendental order 
of esse with respect to all the finite material and spiritual beings. In both 
orders such “having” involves a real composition in the structure of being 
and of nature as such (composition of essence and esse, of matter and 
form). 

[3] The composition in the entitative order (of essence and esse) involves an 
ulterior composition in all creatures, that of substance and accidents in 
the operative order due to which ens can operate and thus achieve its due 
perfection which it initially does not have. These are the three instances 
of greater relief in our study from the point of view of the structure of 
created ens as ens per partecipationem™”. 


In PC, Fabro once again looks at the Thomistic Commentary on De 
Hebdomadibus and the modes of participation and highlights the 
relationship between predicamental and _ transcendental participation 
according to the two aspects of static and dynamic participation: 


In the commentary, the Angelic Doctor is only concerned with the first two 
modes of participation and purposefully leaves aside the third, which is, on the 
other hand, the proper object of our investigation: the two aspects of 
participation (static and dynamic) are still inseparable insofar as that which the 
formal relations are on the static plane of esse, are repeated on the dynamic 
plane of becoming and they command the latter interpretation. Thus, the static 
participation of matter and form, substance and accident, essentia and esse, 


ratione humanitatis. 2) Quod ex hoc patet, quia in definitionibus quae essentiam 
rerum significant quodlibet additum vel subtractum variat speciem, sicut etiam in 
numeris, ut dicit Philosophus. Homo autem qui habet humanitatem, potest aliquid 
aliud habere quod non sit de ratione humanitatis, sicut albedinem et huiusmodi, 
quae non insunt humanitati, sed homini. 3) In qualibet autem creatura invenitur 
differentia habentis et habiti. In creaturis namque compositis invenitur duplex 
differentia, (a) quia ipsum suppositum sive individuum habet naturam speciei, sicut 
homo humanitatem, et (b) habet ulterius esse: homo enim nec est humanitas nec 
esse suum; unde homini potest inesse aliquod accidens, non autem ipsi humanitati 
vel eius esse. In substantiis vero simplicibus est una tantum differentia, scilicet 
essentiae et esse” (Fabro’s numbering). 
”° C_FABRO, NMP, 39. 
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become the key for the interpretation of dynamic participation, both on the 
predicamental level of physical becoming and of particular dependence, as on 
the transcendental plane of the primary origin for creation and of the 


; - 430 
conservation of beings””’. 


Fabro continues his reflection on the text and highlights its methodological 
value: the text involves “the analysis of the structure of the real in order to 
move up by degrees up to the form pure of esse, which is God”**’. As we 
will see later, this gradual, analytical movement from the structure of reality 
to God as Ipsum Esse Per Se Subsistens is fundamental to Fabro’s method 
and structure of metaphysical reflection. 

Fabro’s division of participation is based primarily on St. Thomas’s Jn 
Boethii De Hebdomadibus, yet takes into account other texts — especially 
Quodl. I, q. 2, a. 1 and De spirit. Creat., a. 1. We can represent St. 
Thomas’s division of participation and Fabro’s reading of Jn Boethii De 
Hebdomadibus as follows: 


St. Thomas Cornelio Fabro’s interpretation of 
In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, \ect. 2 In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, \ect. 2 


Structural participation (VMP) 


1. First mode of participation “pg |-notional” 
ormal-notiona 


1. Species participates in genus 1.Predicamental: species — genus 


2. Individual participates in species 2. Predicamental: individual - species 


Structural participation (VMP) 


2. Second mode of participation 
““Real’’ 


a : . 1. Predicamental: substance - accidents 
1. Substance participates in accidents . 
_ ; 2. Predicamental: matter - form 
2. Matter participates in form 
3. Transcendental: essence — esse 


3. Third mode of participation Causal participation (PC) 


4 . 1. Predicamental: concerned with fieri 
1. Effect participates in the cause 


2. Transcendental: production of esse 


In his works, Fabro offers various descriptions and quasi-definitions 
of participation, recognizing at the same time, that it is an analogical 


39 C_ FABRO, PC, 207-208. 
31 C_ FABRO, PC, 208. 
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notion”. In NMP, Fabro offers the following description of “to 
participate”: ““To participate’ is predicated of a subject that has some 
formality and act, but not in an exclusive way or total way”. According to 
Fabro, there are two fundamental modes of participation: 1) predicamental- 
univocal participation; 2) transcendental-analogical participation. Each is 
described as follows: 


Predicamental, univocal participation: “All the participates have in se, the 
same formality, according to all its essential content, and the participated does 
not exist in se, but only in the participates (Aristotelian moment of Thomistic 
participation)”. 


Transcendental, analogical participation: “The participants only have in se a 
‘degraded similitude’ of the participated which subsists in se, outside of these, 
either as a property of a superior subsistent, or, definitely, as a pure and 
subsistent formality in the full possession of itself’*** (Platonic moment of 
Thomistic participation). 


Consequently, Fabro concludes, there are two modes of predication of a 
formality — by participation and by essence — and two modes of 
participation: predicamental and transcendental**’. Participation is also 
described as that which “expresses both the essential dependence of the 
participant on the participated and the absolute metaphysical excedence of 
the participated with respect to the participant. ‘Participation’ expresses [...] 
the relation that finite ens has with infinite Being, the creature with the 
Creator’*”*, 

In PC, Fabro again deals with the definition-description of 
participation and its principal modes. Participation, he writes, is presented 
“as a realization of a presence and constitutes, therefore, the fundamental 
metaphysical relationship in its two tensorial moments of ‘unity’ and of 
‘difference that One has towards the many and the many towards the One. 


“°C. FABRO, “Participation”, 1042: “In philosophical usage the word 
[participation] is analogical, always involving a reference of many to one or one to 
many”. 

“3 C. FABRO, NMP, 309: ““Partecipare’ si predica di un soggetto che ha 
una qualche formalita od atto, ma non in modo esclusivo ed in modo totale’. 

34 C_ FABRO, NMP, 306. 

35 C_ FABRO, NMP, 309. 

*° C, FABRO, NMP, 344. 
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[...] “To participate’ is having-together, but is at the same time not-being the 
act or perfection in which one participates’”*?”. 

Fabro’s division of participation is two-fold and includes: 1) a division 
between predicamental and transcendental participation: “The first and most 
fundamental division of participation is into transcendental and 
predicamental. The former deals with esse and the pure perfections that are 
directly grounded in it; the latter is concerned with the univocal formalities, 
such as genera with respect to species and species with respect to 
individuals’”***. 2) A division between static-structural and dynamic-causal 
participation: “In Thomistic speculation the notion of participation 
expresses the ultimate point of reference both from the static viewpoint of 
the creature’s structure and from the dynamic viewpoint of its dependence 
on God’**’, Thus, the two modes of participation are involved in the 
structure of finite being and the problem of causality. Once again this can be 
represented graphically: 


Static: composition of act-potency in essential order 
Predicamental 
Dynamic: concerned with fieri (forma dat esse) 
Participation 
Static: composition of act (esse) and potency 
Transcendental 
Dynamic: production of esse by creation 


In looking at each type of participation, I follow the synthetic outline 
found in the conclusion to PC (639-646) and partially reprinted in English 
in “The Intensive Hermeneutics of Thomistic Philosophy: The Notion of 
Participation” (1974). The text is divided according to a static consideration 
of participation in the constitution of ens and a dynamic consideration of 
participation in the production of ens. 

1) Static, constitutive participation: transcendental. Transcendental 
participation considered “statically” refers to the “transcendental 
composition” of essence and esse in a creature. Consequently, there is an 
“ontological difference” between esse and ens and a “metaphysical 
difference” between the Creator and the creature. In the transcendental 


“87 C_ FABRO, PC, 629. 
48 Ct FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 471. 
sees FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 469. 
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composition of essence and esse, essence, understood by Fabro as the 
determination of being, “remains in the predicamental order according to 
genus and species”, yet, because of its reference to “intensive, emergent 
esse” (actus essendi), 1s placed in the transcendental order. It is by means of 
resolutio, that one comes to the determination of the real composition of 
finite ens into essence and esse, which refers, in turn, to a causal dependence 
on God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens°. The totality which founds the 
“Diremtion” of the participation is the fullness of the perfection of esse as 
intensive act with respect to which any finite ens or any perfection (generic, 
specific and individual) is presented as a participation’. 

2) Static, constitutive participation: predicamental. Predicamental 
participation, considered “statically”, refers to the “predicamental 
composition” of created ens. As we will see in Chapter Two (3.2), the 
generic and specific perfections are considered as “intensive totalities” of 
being within their respective spheres (the genera with respect to the species 
and the species with respect to the individual). In the logical-formal order, 
genera and species express an indivisible and identical formality; in the real 
order, some species in a genus are more perfect or less perfect than others in 
the same genus, some individuals in a species are more perfect than others 
in the same species. Both are truly participations and refer to a real 
composition: the division (Diremtion) of the genus in a species refers to the 
real composition of substance and accidents and that of essence and esse; 
the “‘Diremtion’ of the species in the individuals refers to the composition 
of matter and form which is proper to corporeal substances’““”. With regard 
to the predicamental participations of substance and matter, Fabro writes: 
“[S]tatic predicamental participation is the composition of act and potency 
within the sphere of essence, that is, the real distinction between matter and 
form in the material world and between substance and accidents in the order 


“4 See C. FABRO, PC, 639. 

41 See C. FABRO, PC, 640. See De Veritate, q. 2, a. 2: “Res aliqua invenitur 
perfecta dupliciter. Uno modo secundum perfectionem sui esse, quod ei competit 
secundum propriam speciem. Sed quia esse specificum unius rei est distinctum ab 
esse specifico alterius rei, ideo in qualibet re creata huiusmodi perfectioni in 
unaquaque re, tantum deest de perfectione simpliciter, quantum perfectionis in 
speciebus aliis invenitur; ut sic cuiuslibet rei perfectio in se consideratae sit 
imperfecta, veluti pars perfectionis totius universi, quae consurgit ex singularum 
rerum perfectionibus, invicem congregatis”. 

“°C. FABRO, PC, 640. 
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of finite being in general’’**?, Predicamental participation, then, does not 
regard a mode of being with respect to the formality itself, but rather with 
respect to how the formality is concretely realized and participated (in 
which there are modes and degrees of perfection). Species are considered as 
modes of being of the genus, while individuals are considered as modes of 
being of the species. 

In his article, ““The Intensive Hermeneutics...’, Fabro summarizes five 
aspects of predicamental participation: 1) With regard to their ontological 
content, genera and species are present in their respective subjects and must 
be predicated essentially and not per participationem. 2) With regard to 
their mode of being, a genus is actualized in the various species according to 
different degrees of perfection. 3) Predicamental participation concerns a 
univocal nature or essence, but is raised to a “metaphysical level” and 
considered as a “whole”: a complex of virtual perfections, divided into or 
participated by the species or, in the case of the species, by the individuals. 
4) There are four forms of predicamental participation: species in a genus, 
individual in a species, subject in accidents, matter in form (cf. In Boethii 
De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2). 5) St. Thomas explicitly refers to univocal 
predicamental participation’. Without predicamental participation there 
would be no ultimate reason for the multiplication of the species within a 
genus or of the individuals within a species insofar as multiplication in any 
order implies a difference and differentiation, and hence a different kind of 
participation in a particular formality or act”, 

3) Dynamic, causal participation: transcendental. In PC, Fabro 
argues that participation, dynamically considered, parallels the division of 
Static participation into predicamental and transcendental. Transcendental, 
causal participation refers to the production of the esse commune of all 
creatures by God’s creative act. Creation affects the entire finite being in its 
reality, both its essence and its esse: “Created essences stem from the divine 
essence through divine Ideas, and this derivation is formally by way of 
exemplarity. Furthermore every essence, although an act in the formal order, 


un Cr FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 472-473. 

““ See Summa contra Gentiles, 1, ch. 32: “Omne quod de pluribus 
praedicatur univoce, secundum participationem cuilibet eorum convenit de quo 
praedicatur: nam species participare dicitur genus, et individuum speciem. De Deo 
autem nihil dicitur per participationem: nam omne quod participatur determinatur 
ad modum participati, et sic partialiter habetur et non secundum omnem 
perfectionis modum” (My emphasis). 

45 See C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 471-472. 
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is created as potency to be actualized by the participated esse which it 
receives, so that its actuality is ‘mediated’ through the esse”“°. Here, 
“participation” means “the complete dependence of creatures on the Creator 
in the order of efficient, exemplary, and final causality’“*”, 

4) Dynamic, causal participation: predicamental. Causality as 
predicamental participation is concerned with fieri within the order of 
genera and species. The principle at work is: “forma dat esse”, which has a 
twofold meaning“: 1) Form is the proper act of the essence by which they 
acquire their degree of reality and perfection; substantial form bestows 
formal or specific esse; form is the constitutive act of every real essence 
either by itself or in conjunction with matter; the form constitutes 
predicamental being in its ontological order; 2) form bestows esse insofar as 
it is only the real essence, determined by substantial form that is the true 
subject of actus essendi*”. Form is the true cause of esse within its 
predicamental, formal order; it is the predicamental mediator between 
created finite ens and Esse per essentiam*”, 


* * * 


Fabro’s interpretation of Thomistic esse and participation are themes 
that we will be dealing with throughout the upcoming chapters. In this 
section I have only sought: 1) to provide the keys to understanding the 
originality of St. Thomas synthesis: the integration of participation and act 
in the notion of esse, the mediation of Neo-platonic thought, the passage 
from esse in actu to esse ut actus and the dialectic between Platonic 
transcendence, perfection, participation and exemplarity, and Aristotelian 
immanence, composition, causality, act and formality; 2) to elucidate 
Fabro’s interpretation of the different meanings and Thomistic uses of esse; 
and 3) to summarize Fabro’s distinction of the principal modes of 
participation — predicamental and transcendental — in their static-structural 


baat OF FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 474. 

“7 C. FABRO, “Participation”, 1042. 

48 See C. FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 475. 

oe FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 475. 

ee, FABRO, “The Intensive Hermeneutics...”, 475. See In Librum De 
Causis, lect. 26: “Est autem duplex causa essendi, scilicet forma per quam aliquid 
actu est et agens quod facit actu esse”. De Veritate, g. 27, a. 1 ad 3: “Esse naturale 
per creationem Deus facit in nobis nulla causa agente mediante, sed tamen 
mediante aliqua causa formali: forma enim naturalis principium est esse naturalis”. 
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and dynamic-causal meanings. In doing so, we are now able to turn to 
Fabro’s interpretation of Scholasticism and modern thought and see how St. 
Thomas’s doctrinal harmony and achievement was, according to Fabro, 
overlooked and eventually lost. 


4. Being and participation in Scholasticism and modern thought 


Throughout his works, Fabro draws out several connections between 
the Scholastic reduction of esse to existentia (4.1), the rationalistic view of 
existentia as complementum possibilitatis (4.2), Kant’s view of existentia as 
“absolute position” and a priori category (4.3), the emptiness of Hegel’s 
initial Sein (4.4) and the phenomenic-ontic limits to which Heidegger’s Sein 
is ultimately subject (4.5). 


4.1 Esse and participation in Scholastic thought 


The study of how Thomistic esse and the real distinction between 
essence and esse in creatures was obscured by the Scholasticism that 
followed St. Thomas’s death was undertaken by Fabro in PC (602-628) and 
later in an article on John of St. Thomas (1989)! References to the 
“decadence” and “formalism” of Scholasticism are found throughout 
Fabro’s works. Fabro’s main theory is that the initial cause of this obscuring 
or “formalistic turn” is found in those who abandoned St. Thomas’s 
metaphysical terminology in favor of that of his adversaries, especially of 
Henry of Ghent. 

Fabro identifies three stages of this “formalistic turn” (flessione) of 
Scholasticism and Thomism: 1) St. Thomas used essentia and esse (actus 
essendi) when speaking about the composition of the finite, while some of 
his contemporaries, such as Peter of Tarantasia, used existentia, esse actuale 
or actus existendi. 2) The second stage involves a bifurcation of esse and the 
adoption of Henry of Ghent’s terminology of esse essentiae and esse 
(actualis) existentiae: esse begins to take on the vague meaning of “reality”. 
Esse essentiae stands for the essence in itself and is no longer seen as “quid 
creatum ut potentia actuated by quid creatum ut actus which is participated 
esse — actus essendi’”**. The Thomistic couplet of esse per essentiam (God) 
and ens per participationem (creature) is replaced by the more Avicennian 


ne, FABRO, “II posto di Giovanni di S. Tommaso nella Scuola Tomistica’, 
Angelicum 66 (1989), 56-90. 
“52 C_ FABRO, PC, 603. 
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terminology of ens necessarium and ens (per aliud) possibile. “This 
terminology invades the Thomistic school and dominates it until the end of 
the 16" century’. 3) From the 17" century onward, there is a semantic 
simplification of the terminology used. Esse, which came to mean “entitas” 
or “reality in general”, was left aside, leaving only the couplet essentia - 
existentia. The logical consequence of such expulsion of esse as intensive 
“actus essendi” was the negation of the real distinction of essence and esse 
and its reduction to a modal (possible — real) distinction or distinction of 
reason’. Existentia becomes the position of something outside its causes 
and outside nothingness (nihil). 

This movement from esse as actus essendi to existentia can be traced 
from St. Thomas and his contemporaries all the way to Kant: “The 
originality of the plexus of Thomistic ens of esse and essentia disappears in 
the formalistic couplet of esse essentiae and esse existentiae and, in the end, 
into the couplet of essentia and existentia. Existentia is the positio extra 
causas of the Scholastic assumed by the nominalistic tradition from which 
Kant proceeds, by means of the line of Scotus, Suarez, Leibniz, 
Baumgarten’”*». 

In this section on Scholasticism, we will briefly consider Fabro’s 
interpretation of the two extremes of the Scholastic period: namely, Henry 
of Ghent (1217-1296) and John of St. Thomas (1589-1644). 

Henry of Ghent. When dealing with the structure of the finite in his 
Quodlibet 1, 9, Henry of Ghent distinguished a twofold esse: esse essentiae 
and esse actualis existentiae’°. For Henry, existence “indicated the simple 


“53 C_FABRO, PC, 603. 

** See C. FABRO, PC, 604. See also PC, 31: “The Scholasticists of a 
formalistic and nominalistic character, when they distinguished essentia and 
existentia in the sense of two states and not of two ‘real, constitutive principles’ of 
ens, reduce essentia and existentia to two ‘aspects’ of the same reality: they speak 
of a ‘distinctio rationis cum fundamento in re’, insofar as they admit the 
dependence of the creature on the Creator as the sole, founding constitutive of ens. 
This dependence results, for this reason, introduced extrinsically and does not 
touch the very structure of ens which, both as possible and as real, results from the 
same principles with the only respective difference of the absence or presence of 
divine causality”. 

ie, FABRO, “Il trascendentale moderno e il trascendentale tomistico’’, 
Angelicum 69 (1983), 556-557. 

456 See C. FABRO, “Il posto di Giovanni di S. Tommaso...” 61; HENRY OF 
GHENT, Quod. I, q. 9, ed. Paris 1508, fol. VIIa: “U. creatura ipsa sit suum esse, — 
et est hic distinguendum de esse secundum quod distinguit Avicenna in quinto in 
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fact of being or, rather, the passage of an essence from possibility to 
actuality; but since the creature remains ever dependent on divine causality, 
existence retained also an accidental connotation based on extrinsic 
participation’, The cause for the duplication of esse is found in attributing 
a proper being to the essence insofar as it is a divine idea and, therefore, a 
participation in divine being. Henry of Ghent calls this “the being of the 
essence” (esse essentiae). Esse essentiae proceeds from the divine idea and 
esse existentiae from the act of God’s free will. “But as the distinction in 
God between being and action is only of reason, equally so the distinction of 
both in creatures is of reason’**’. In Henry’s philosophy “esse declines into 
realitas in general” and essence and existence emerge as the real content of 
something (for example, Peter’s humanity) and the real fact of its being in 
nature”. Fabro surmises that one of the causes for Henry’s opposition to St. 
Thomas’s position is found in the novelty of the doctrine itself". 

John of St. Thomas. In PC, Fabro points out that the reduction of esse 
to existentia also involves introducing subsistentia as a “real mode” and as 
really distinct from both the individual nature and existentia. This line of 
thought is clearly seen in John of St. Thomas, who prefers existentia to esse 
ut actus and takes it to mean “that by which something is placed outside its 
causes and outside nothing’“°'. Yet, as Fabro points out, reducing esse to 


fine Metaphysicae suae sive quod quoddam est esse rei quod habet essentialiter de 
se: quod appellat esse essentiae. Quoddam vero quod recipit ab alio quod appellat 
esse actualis existentiae’’. 

*7 C, FABRO, “Existence”, 722. 

ac PRIETO, “Suarez, crocevia della filosofia tra medioevo e modernita” 
Alpha Omega 9 (2006), 3-38. This article was presented in a conference held to 
present the complete works edition of Cornelio Fabro’s book, Neotomismo e 
Suarezismo, and later published in J. VILLAGRASA (a cura di), Neotomismo e 
Suarezismo. Il confronto di Cornelio Fabro, APRA, Roma 2006, 91-136. 

45° See C. FABRO, “II posto di Giovanni di S. Tommaso...”, 62. 

400 Ce FABRO, Introduzione a san Tommaso, Edizioni Ares, Milano 1997, 
204: “This battle of Henry and of Scotus against Thomism was prepared by the 
Correctorium fratris Thomae of Guglielmo de La Mare, [...]. Even Giles of Rome, 
who passed for a defender of the Angelic Doctor, attacked him on many points, 
especially in theology. But it seems that the reason for this vast opposition to 
Thomism [...] is to be found in the innovative nature of the Angelic Doctor’s 
doctrine before which the obligation of returning to the substance of traditional 
positions was felt’. 

“61 JOHN OF ST. THOMAS, Cursus Theologicus, In I P., q. 3, a. 3, 106b: 
“Nomine existentiae intelligitur communiter apud omnes illud quo aliquid 
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existentia and defining it as positio extra causas, tends toward an implicit 
negation of causality. He explains: 


The fundamental observation about the conception that John and traditional 
Thomism has of the couplet esse essentiae and esse existentiae regards the 
concept of esse existentiae which accents the ex in the extrinsic sense of positio 
extra nihil and “extra causas” or as “positio in facto esse” which forgets — even 
further, turns upside down — the metaphysical concept of both act and cause. 
According to St. Thomas, the act that enters into composition with potency 
becomes the intrinsic principle to the potency itself that passes into act and thus 
becomes real, that is, in act. Thus, the cause that places the potency in act 
becomes “present” to the actuated essence and therefore immanent in (to) it: 
for this reason, saying that “existence places essence extra causes” implies the 
negation of causality itself”. 


For John of St. Thomas, existentia is neither an “extrinsic denomination” 
nor a “relation of dependence” but something intrinsic: “aliquid reale in 
ipsa re existente”. John of St. Thomas understands existence to be distinct 
from subsistence and holds that essence is more perfect than esse, 


denominatur positum extra causas et extra nihil in facto esse”. See A. CONTAT, “Le 
figure della differenza ontologica nel tomismo del Novecento”, Alpha Omega 11 
(2008), 99. Contat remarks that, in John of St. Thomas’s thought, existentia as 
“positio extra causas” refers to the entity by which a thing, “already” constituted 
by its essence in a certain degree of perfection, is formally “effected”, and 
therefore placed outside of nothingness and its extrinsic causes. 

saad Oy FABRO, “II posto di Giovanni di S. Tommaso...”, 77. 

“63 See C. FABRO, PC, 617-619. See A. CONTAT, “Le figure della differenza 
ontologica...”, 100-104. Contat notes that, in John of St. Thomas, existence is 
predicated of the thing solely and completely per accidens, while subsistence 
pertains to the thing per se. Thus, the center of John of St. Thomas’s attention is 
the substantial essence, which is first made subsistent and then really placed in 
existence. John of St. Thomas’s opinion on the nature of the “ontological 
difference” distinguishes a twofold actuality in the substantial ens: one actuality 
comes from the form (or essence) and constitutes the thing in the degree of 
perfection that is specific to it; the other actuality is that of existence, which 
constitutes the same thing “outside of its causes”. Consequently, there is a twofold 
relationship within ens: existence removes potentiality and therefore the 
imperfection of the essence insofar as it allows it to pass from the status of intra 
causas to that of extra causas (in this sense, existence is more perfect than the 
essence); essence, however, measures the degree of perfection of the existence (in 
this sense, essence has a certain primacy over existence). For John of St. Thomas 
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Existentia is presented as a second entitas alongside the essence*™ and in 
this way John of St. Thomas takes up Giles of Rome’s terminology of duae 
diversae res. In fact, John writes: “Existentia non est modus sed realitas’’. 
Fabro notes that John’s defense of the real distinction between essence and 
existence is based on the fact that existence does not enter into the definition 
of essence and is therefore distinct. Completely absent is any reference to 
the Thomistic principles of forma dat esse or the principle of 
participation’®. In the end, John of St. Thomas sees existentia as actus 
secundus and essence as actus primus*®°. In short, the Thomistic position of 
essence and form as potency with respect to esse is completely overturned. 


4.2 Rationalism 


Fabro’s most extended treatise on Descartes and Rationalism is found 
in his work on Atheism and in the context of the principle of immanence**’, 
Fabro’s references, however, to the metaphysics of rationalism or its notion 


of existentia are sparse. For Fabro, the rationalists B. Spinoza (1632-1677), 


existence is like a perfective, second act to the perfectible, first act of the essence. 
Thus, in the order of the effective realization of the thing, existence is superior to 
the essence; yet existence receives something ontologically positive from the 
essence, its specific degree of perfection. From this perspective that which 
determines and is primary is the essence, while that which is determined and 
secondary is existence. Here, John of St. Thomas hypothesizes a “participation” of 
existence in the essence insofar as existence is associated in a secondary manner to 
the specific perfection of the thing which is found primary in the essence. “In 
synthesis, existence is for John of St. Thomas superior to essence in the line of the 
exercise of being, while the essence is superior to existence in the line of the 
specification of ens: thus, one postulates a space of ontological autonomy for the 
essence in its order” (p. 103). John of St. Thomas proposes a ternary structure for 
finite ens: the essence specifies ens; existence places it outside its causes; 
subsistence, mediates between essence and existence, “closing” the former and 
making it apt to receive existence. 

464 See C. FABRO, PC, 618-619; JOHN OF ST. THOMAS, Cursus Theologicus 
in I Partem D. Thomae, Il editio, Genuae 1654, t. I, p. 106ff (q. 3 a. 3: Whether 
existence is distinct from essence and how it is distinct). 

*°° See C. FABRO, PC, 619. 

“6° See JOHN OF ST. THOMAS, Cursus Theologicus, 121b — 124b; C. FABRO, 
“Tl posto di Giovanni...”, 75-76. 

467 C_ FABRO, God in Exile. Modern Atheism, Newman Press, New York 
1968. Original title: Introduzione all’ateismo moderno, Editrice Studium, Roma 
1964. 
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G. W. Leibniz (1646-1716) and C. Wolff (1679-1754) can be seen as 
contributors and continuers of the positions already adopted by 16" and 17" 
century Scholasticism. This movement ends in Wolff defining existentia as 
the “complement of the possibility”. This development is summarized by 
Fabro as follows: 


In Spinoza’s monism, single existents are finite realities, united in the one 
Substance while themselves remaining multiple and transitory. B. Spinoza 
reasserted the scholastic concept of existence under its formal aspect, but 
without its theological basis, and thus introduced a new rationalist concept of 
existence. His metaphysical “indifference,” assigning existence to the realm of 
the irrational, was accepted by G.W. Leibniz through the principle of sufficient 
reason, implied that both by the creation of this world as the best possible and 
by the appearance within it of single, real existents. C. Wolff attempted a 
further clarification in terms of the realistic principles of the scholastic 
tradition. Defining existence in the Leibnizian manner as complementum 
possibilitatis, he explains that such completion signifies, in natural theology, 
dependence on God: in cosmology, the order of contingent things in the 
material world; and in psychology, the activity of the human mind in 


conceiving its thoughts*™. 


By understanding the rationalism that dominated German philosophy and 
science in the first half of the eighteenth century and its reduction of being 
to existence-possibility, we can better approach Fabro’s interpretation of 
Kant’s philosophic project. 


4.3 Existenz and Sein in Kant 


To understand Fabro’s interpretation of Kantian “metaphysics”, the 
following two hermeneutical keys are helpful: 1) First, Heidegger’s work, 
Kants These tiber das Sein (1961), was an important stimulus in Fabro’s 
reflections on Immanuel Kant’s (1724-1803) theory of being (Dasein, Sein) 
and enabled him to establish, with greater precision, the influence of 
Scholasticism and rationalism (essentialism) on Kant and better confront 
Kant’s philosophy with that of St. Thomas“. 2) Secondly, Fabro’s interest 


“8 C. FABRO, “Existence”, 722. 

“© Although Fabro’s article: “Essere e storicita” (prolusione letta il 3 maggio 
1957 all’Universita cattolica di Milano), reprinted in Divus Thomas 42 (1959), 
155-167, speaks about Kant’s theory of being, Fabro’s principal texts on Kant’s 
notion of being were published after Heidegger’s work: “The Transcendentality of 
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in Kant is almost exclusively metaphysical and, consequently, Fabro does 
not dwell on Kant’s conditions of possibility for science, Kant’s categories 
or Kant’s moral theory. 

As regards the content of Kant’s theory of being, Fabro highlights 
Kant’s “pre-critical” insatisfaction with the established positions on 
“existence” and shows the rationalistic connection between possibility and 
existence: 


In his precritical period, Kant found [Wolff's definition] too vague, as he did 
those of A.G. Baumgarten (existence is “complete inner determination’) and of 
C.A. Crusius (who reduced this to spatio-temporal determination), for failing to 
explain why existence is distinguished from possibility. Kant, therefore, 
inverted the order: for him, possibility presupposes and bases itself upon 


existence”. 


Kant’s pre-critical 1763 work, The Only Possible Grounds of Proof for a 
Demonstration of the Existence of God, affirms that “Existence (Dasein) is 
not a predicate or determination of anything whatever” and that “the concept 
of positing or asserting (Position oder Setzung) is completely simple and 
identical with that of being in general (Sein iiberhaupty’*"'. In Kant’s pre- 
critical philosophy, existence is “only a fact and an empirical datum of 
experience”, while in his Critique of Pure Reason, although “the 
‘positing’ of existence is always referred back to the fact or the givenness of 
experience by sensible affection; the principle of reference is carried back to 


Ens-Esse and the Ground of Metaphysics”, 6 (1966), 389-427; “Breve discorso 
sull’essere’, in L’essere, Problema — Teoria — Storia, Editrice Studium, Roma 
1967, 161-186, reprinted in TPM, 359-380; “Intorno alla critica kantiana delle 
prove dell’esistenza di Dio”, in L’uomo e il rischio di Dio (1967), 325-376; “Il 
trascendentale moderno e il trascendentale tomistico”, Angelicum 69 (1983), 534- 
558. Fabro’s references to the influence of Heidegger’s work in his interpretation 
of Kant’s theory of being are found in “Breve discorso sull’essere”, TPM, p. 375, 
n. 18 and “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 392, n. 2. 

*”° ©, FABRO, “Existence”, 722. 

“7! T KANT, Der einzig mégliche Beweisgrund zu einer Demonstration des 
Daseins Gottes, 1763, Cassirer II, 76ff: “Das dasein ist die absolute Position eines 
Dinges und unterscheidet sich dadurch auch von jeglichem Pradikate, welches al 
sein solches jederzeit blo8 beziehungsweise auf ein ander ding gesetzt wird. Der 
begriff der Position oder Setzung ist vollig einfach und mit dem vom sein 
tiberhaupt einerlei”. 

sie Ge FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 395. 
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the ‘I’ as objectifying principle in two moments or acts (if they can be called 
thus): the act of making present (the Ich denke iiberhaupt), and the 
subsequent objectifying function (by the application of the categories)”*”’, 
In his Critiques, existence (Dasein) becomes one of these a priori categories 
of the mind: 


Kant in the critical writings conceives existence as an a priori category of the 
mind, a second instance of the modality opposed to nonbeing and situated 
between possibility-impossibility and necessity-contingency. Thus existence 
was related to space and time, as in Crusius’s exposition, with the difference 
that the relation was a priori or transcendental (Critique of Pure Reason A 80, 
B 105). Unlike Hume, for whom existence, like substance and causality, is a 
subjective operation or “idea”, of the imagination derived from experience, 


Kant relates existence to the operation of the pure intellect as a category". 


The twofold aspect of the pre-critical Kant’s notion of “existence” 
(i.e., that it is not a predicate or determination and its identity to “positing”’) 
is maintained in his critical period in his thesis about Sein. As we read in his 
Critique of Pure Reason: “Being is obviously not a real predicate, or a 
concept of something that can be added to the concept of a thing. It is 
merely the position of a thing or of a certain determination in itself ls 
Fabro refers to Heidegger’s observation on this passage that there are, in 
fact, two assertions: the first is a negative one — being does not have the 
character of a real predicate; the second derives from the first — being is 
characterized purely as a “positing” (Position). Fabro comments that 
asserting that being is not a real predicate means “that it does not contain in 
itself any “content” or determination that in any way belongs to the subject. 
It is the same as saying that “being” is empty, or even, and perhaps better 
(because Kant is not yet Hegel), that being is signifying but not 
significant’*”°. The three modalities — possibility, reality (existence) and 
necessity — which constitute an object, also articulate Kant’s contentless 
being and express the division of Kant’s being: 


Bey ea FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 396. 

* C, FABRO, “Existence”, 722. 

“7 “Sein ist offenbar kein reales Pridikat, d.i. ein Begriff von irgend etwas, 
was zu dem Begriffe eines Dinges hinzukommen k6nnte. Es ist bloss die Position 
eines Dinges, oder gewisser Bestimmungen an sich selbst” (Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft, A 592, B 620). 

ae wi FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 392 
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Being is exhausted as it were, in the act of positing or “presentation.” Being as 
presentation is thus an act of “presentification” that can be called a projecting 
of the ego towards the world and being is neither the “I’ nor the world strictly. 
Being does not have content, is not a real predicate, but it is, in the end, given 
by the same self-actuation of the transcendental subjectivity in view of the 
constitution of an object according to the threefold modality of possibility, 
reality and necessity; and herein is expressed the articulation but also the 
internal division of being itself*””. 


For Fabro, the radical conclusion of Kant’s thesis is that there is no 
difference between the real and the possible; the real contains nothing more 
than the possible: 


Kant is, thus, wholly taken up with the foundation of objectivity as content and 
leaves in darkness the ground itself that is being as the “making itself present” 
of reality as act and actuality. What results in this fashion, that is, as concerns 
the content, is that possible and real do not at all differ. Both (object and 
content), we read, must have exactly the same content. Therefore, to the 
concept that expresses simply the possibility nothing further can be added by 
the fact that I think its object as given absolutely (by the expression, “It is.’’). 
Thus the real contains nothing more than the merely possible. Consequently, 
the essential problem is only and always that of the “content” and of “the 
manner of conceiving” the content’*”*. 


The Kantian identification between the possible and the real is further 
confirmed by Heidegger’s observation on Kant’s third Critique on 
teleological judgment. The work offers an insight into Kant’s conception of 
the possible and the actual (the real) as two modes of positing. Kant writes 
that possibility signifies only the positing of the representation of a thing 
relative to our concept, and in general, to our capacity of thinking, whereas 
actuality signifies the positing of a thing in itself (apart from this concept). 
Thus, as Heidegger says, for Kant “possibility and actuality are different 
modes of positing’”*”. 

In this regard, Fabro makes two conclusions about Kant’s being. First, 
for Kant the “predication of reality adds nothing and takes nothing away but 
‘posits’ only what is found (in the concept)”**’. Fabro adds: 


Te FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 400. 

iar FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 392-393. 

“7 M. HEIDEGGER, “Kant’s Thesis about Being” in Pathmarks, Cambridge 
University Press, New York 1998, 356. 

ce an FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 394. 
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It is clear, therefore, that Kant knows no other concept of being (existence) 
than that scholastic-rationalistic concept expressed by the couplet possible- 
real, and knows the act of existence only as a fact, [...]. Kant, in fact, in the 
manner of any Scotist or Suarezian, continues undaunted: If I, therefore, think 
a thing, by means of whatever and however many predicates one wishes (and 
even with a complete determination), then when I add further, “This thing is’, 
in reality I add absolutely nothing to the thing. Otherwise it would not be the 
same thing that I have thought in my concept, but there would exist something 
more and I would not be able to say that the object of my concept really 


exists"?), 


Secondly, even though there is a development in the three Kantian 
Critiques, “the basis of the Kantian position on being remained intact, that 
is, in its twofold meaning of ‘copula’ and ‘position’, of logical relationship 
between S and P in the proposition, and of synthetic relationship of 
transcendental subjectivity in respect to sensible affection’**’. In summary: 


What is lacking in Kant [...], is any attempt at a further grounding, or 
reduction, of existence itself to a real content, namely, to an act or actuality 
more profound and constitutive of the existing thing. [...] In conclusion: 
existence is not a real predicate, either in its logical usage as “copula”, since it 
is only the relationship of S and P, or in its real usage of positing (in space and 
time), since such being implies no new predicate or content but only the 
reference to experience by the transcendental apperception (ch denke 


iiberhaupt)*. 


The second meaning of Kant’s being — being as positing — has its roots 
in the positio of Scholasticism’s existentia. In his work entitled “Brief 
discourse on being”, Fabro confronts Kant’s Sein with the existentia of 
Scholasticism. For Scholasticism “existence” indicates the giveness or fact 
of the reality of something and refers back to causality (positio extra 
causas). While Kant’s Sein refers to the giveness of sensible experience and 
is affirmed through the a priori synthesis of space and time, the categories 
of the intellect and the “I think in general”: 


Without a doubt Kant’s position follows on the heels of Thomasius, 
Baumgarten and Wolff, just as Descartes was on those of his teachers derived 
from the Spanish Jesuits — whose undisputed prince was Suarez, the one who 


a Or FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 394. 
ia Gi FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 398. 
ee Gi FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 395. 
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expressly proposed that empty notion of ens as thingness of the thing. But 
Kant’s ens-esse is completely different, even, in a certain sense, is opposed [to 
the Scholastic ens-esse]: Sein in Kant certainly takes the place of the 
Scholastic’s existentia, yet not in the same way as the Scholastics. For the 
Scholastics existentia indicated above all, the “giveness of the fact” of the 
“reality” of something — which is accessible by means of the senses — and then 
refers back to the foundation, namely, to causality or extrinsic production 
(ultimately: divine creation) that places the thing extra causas making it pass 
precisely from possibility to reality. For Kant Sein in its strong meaning 
(funzione) of Dasein-Existenz has a two-fold backdrop: on the one hand, that of 
the givenness of sensible experience, and on the other the a priori synthesis of 
space and especially of time with the respective categorical functions and 
ultimately with the Ich denke iiberhaupt thanks to which the affirmation of 


; . +1 484 
existence is possible™”. 


Kant’s reduction of being to its logical use as copula and its real use as 
positing prepares the way for Hegel’s idealism. While Kant’s being is still 
linked to experience by means of sensible affection, the elimination of this 
link falls to Hegel, who begins his dialectical process with a Sein so 
indeterminate and empty that it is equal to nothingness. 


4.4 Hegel’s Sein and the reduction to fundament 


Fabro’s numerous publications on Hegel attest to his constant interest 
in Hegel’s work**’, Two hermeneutical keys are helpful to understand 
Fabro’s approach to and interpretation of Hegel: 


BEC. FABRO, “Breve discorso sull’essere’”’, in TPM, 376. 

485 See C. FABRO, “Il Sein hegeliano e l’esse tomistico”’, in Sapientia 
Aquinatis. Atti del IV Congresso Tomistico internazionale (Roma 13-17 settembre 
1955), Oficium Libri Catholici, Roma 1955, 263-270; “Presenza ontica, ontologia e 
metafisica dell’essere”, Studia Patavina 5 (1958), 286-312; English trans: “The 
Problem of Being and the Destiny of Man”, International Philosophical Quarterly 
1 (1961), 407-436, reprinted in TPM, 135-164; G.W.F. Hegel. La Dialettica, La 
Scuola, Brescia 1960, 1966”, 1973°, 1983*: “Breve discorso sull’essere”’, in 
L’essere-Problema-Teoria-Storia, Studium, Roma 1967, 161-185, reprinted in 
TPM, 359-380; “La trascendentalita della dialettica hegeliana’, in Tempo e 
storicita dell’ uomo, Gregoriana, Padova 1971, 11-18; “La dialettica della prima e 
seconda immediatezza nella soluzione dissoluzione dell’Assoluto hegeliano’’, 
Aquinas 24 (1981), 245-278; La Prima Riforma della Dialettica Hegeliana, 
Editrice del Verbo Incarnato, Segni 2004. 
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1) Parallelism between St. Thomas and Hegel: Reduction to 
fundament. In the 1950s, Fabro took up one of the themes then in vogue in 
Thomistic academic circles: the question of a “Hegelian Thomism”. He 
presented his position on the possibility of reconciling St. Thomas and 
Hegel at the Fourth International Thomistic Congress (1955) and concluded 
that although there is a methodological affinity between St. Thomas and 
Hegel on some points, there are fundamental, irreconcilable, doctrinal 
differences**°. The methodological affinity of St. Thomas and Hegel, 
according to Fabro, revolves around the mutual intent to “return to the 
fundament”’. In both we find the exigency of having being emerge as 
fundament**’. According to Fabro, the doctrinal divide between St. Thomas 
and Hegel is found not only in Hegel’s assumption of Kant’s Ich denke 
liberhaupt as the actuality of Esse ipsum which leads to metaphysical 
monism, but rather principally and above all in identification of the supreme 
freedom of the Absolute Spirit (from which comes the free creative act) with 
the necesity of becoming*™*. 

2) Hegel and the Problem of Being. Along with the merit of a “return 
to fundament’”, Romera notes that, even though Fabro rejects the Hegelian 
system, Fabro also discovers a key merits in Hegel’s work on the problem 
of being, which directed to the “resolution of being”, and in Hegel’s “clear, 
resolutive consciousness” in placing Sein at the center of the dialectic and 
process of fundamentation. Fabro argues that while Aristotle disperses being 
into a multiplicity of beings and essences, Hegel gathers them into one 
unique, reality (Spinozian Substance), which he variably names God, 
essence and reality**’. PC contains a passage in which Fabro refers 
explicitly to Hegel’s “merit” in the history of thought on_ being: 
“Independently of the critique of the way Hegel found Sein in which he 
situates the beginning (Anfang) of pure thought, and the method by means 
of which the Hegelian dialectic passes from the initial, absolutely 
indeterminate Sein selbst of fullness which is the determination of God, 
Hegel has the merit of having turned to esse as the beginning, middle and 
terminus of philosophizing and having reaffirmed, after Parmenides, the 
perfect circularity of thought, founding the truth of being in the syllogism of 


“8° See C. FABRO, “Il Sein hegeliano el’ esse tomistico”, 263-270. 

487 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 61. 

488 See C. FABRO, PC, 533. 

489 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 60-61. See C. FABRO, “La determinazione 
dell’ essere tomistico”’, TPM, 244. 
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absolute identity’, Romera points out that Fabro finds in Hegel a response 


to the challenge posed by Parmenides’ demand of being and demand of 
founding truth. Although Hegel starts from the Kantian Ich denke — and, 
therefore, the Hegelian notion of truth is configured at first as certainty, 
synthesis and result — the sciences of mathematics and physics are relegated 
to forms of inferior consciousness. Consequently, Hegel “proclaims the 
absoluteness of the Concept and pure thought: truth and certainty become 
methodologically separate again and metaphysics regains its place of honor 
in the sphere of knowledge’”*”’. 

With these two keys in mind, my exposition of the content of Fabro’s 
interpretation of Hegel centers on three points: first, Fabro’s interpretation 
of Hegelian Sein and the related points of convergence-divergence he 
discerns between Hegel and St. Thomas (4.4.1); second, Fabro’s use of the 
Hegelian term “Diremtion” (4.4.2); and, third, Fabro’s posthumous work, 
La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana (4.4.3). 


4.4.1 Hegelian Sein and Thomistic esse 


In a 1961 article, Fabro provides a summary of his position on the 
Hegelian and Thomistic procedures regarding the foundation of the truth of 
being: 


If we leave aside both the openly declared monistic content of Hegel’s 
metaphysics (its Spinozism) and the inferiority of religion (even revealed 
religion) with respect to philosophy, a profound analogy can be discovered 
between the Hegelian and the Thomistic procedures of founding the truth of 
being, in the sense that both describe this foundation as the presence (or 
metaphysical immanence) of the Absolute, as of Being itself (Sein selbst), 
within finite reality. Pushed all the way, however, the two positions diverge. 
Whereas for St. Thomas the presence of God is the foundation of creation and 
of the activity of created causes, for Hegel the presence of the Absolute 
absorbs into itself, as supreme Life, the truth and transient (apparent) actuality 


oN se ee . 492 
of every finite life in its universal form”. 


The key text on Hegel’s Sein (of the “first immediacy”) is found at the 
beginning of Hegel’s Science of Logic. Fabro highlights Hegel’s central 
affirmations: “But what is being (Sein)? This is for Hegel, we already know, 


°° C_ FABRO, PC, 532-533. 
1 C FABRO, PC, 533. See also L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 46. 
“°° C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 148. 
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the pure beginning, absolutely indeterminate being (unbestimmtes Sein), 
empty being (/eeres Sein). It is the pure immediate that is given per se at the 
beginning and that in se is found again as identity per se or in se at the 
end’, The second moment of the dialectic is “nothing” (Nichts). The 
indeterminate immediate of Sein is equal to Nichts insofar as this is the 
absence of all determination*’’. The emptiness of Hegel’s Sein is more 
extreme than that of Kant’s since Hegel eliminates its link with sensible 
experience and identifies the actuality of Sein with consciousness: 


Kant’s Sein is completely outside the sphere of predicates, it is not a predicate 
but rather, the “predicating” or, as Kant makes clear, the copula that unites the 
terms of every judgment — or in other words, the act of the synthesis. In this 
synthesis Kant admits the need to refer to “sensible affection” which is the 
umbilical cord for the position of the “thing-in-itself’ (Ding an_ sich): 
idealism’s progress — and Hegel’s in particular — beyond Kant is in the 
abolition of the conditioning on behalf of the thing-in-itself and, therefore, in 
the identification of the actuality of Sein with the actuality of consciousness. 
But while Kant, by referring to sensible affection, has at least the pretext of 
coming to affirm a content, Hegel must start from the simple act of 
consciousness, which identifies in itself the absolutely empty being and, 
therefore, ought to resign itself to remain in empty hands since the “jumps” of 


the dialectic which begins from nothing cannot but fall into nothing”. 


Regarding the terminology of Sein, Dasein and Existenz in Kant and Hegel, 
Kant uses Dasein and Existenz interchangeably, while in Hegel’s dialectical 
philosophy Dasein, Existenz, Sein each acquire a distinct meaning and 
purpose. Fabro writes: 


Dasein is the instance of empirical immediacy and multiplicity, and thus of 
nontruth, of the pure presentation of phenomena as leading to the mediation 
and to which pure being corresponds as identical to nonbeing; Existenz, on the 
other hand, indicates the instance of what Hegel calls “second immediacy” or 
“reflected immediacy” or simple essential immediacy,” which follows upon the 
mediation of essence and therefore explains the dialectical identity of 
contraries in action. Existenz may be called the instance of externality based on 
essence (Wesen), which is the moment of the underlying interiority, and their 
synthesis is reality (Wirklichkeit). In Existenz, the Sein of the Dasein has been 
brought back to its foundation (Grund), and Hegel can say that essence has 


sek Ge FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 22. 
“* See C. FABRO, La Dialettica, xli-xlv. 
Saar Gi FABRO, “Breve discorso sull’essere’’, 376. 
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“passed” into Existenz. In more formal terms, Existenz is defined as “the 
immediate unity of reflection-on-itself and of reflection on something else’”””®. 


Fabro’s acute attention to the meaning of the terms used in 
Scholasticism, Kant and Hegel permits him to go beyond a merely historical 
analysis of the evolution of thought on being — which tends to consider 
Scholasticism and the Kant-Hegel plexus as divergent positions — and 
undertake a more difficult analysis of the speculative development of the 
problem. This speculative analysis brings to light a more linear development 
and the contribution proper to each in the progressive reduction of being to 
nothingness: 


Let us still pause a moment on the contrast between the Scholastic ens and that 
of Kant-Hegel. It has been said that these proceed in intentionally divergent 
directions; the Scholastic one moves toward the formal or extremely 
intellectualistic abstraction that gives ens as “thingness” (or possibility) of the 
thing — which is therefore, a pseudo-contentistic affirmation that projects the 
intellect outside the real, it makes it “jump” into the world of the possibles; the 
other, that of Kant-Hegel, moves toward the “act of the consciousness” as the 
position of the real which in Hegel becomes the “absolute position” of “self- 
consciousness” and therefore still a “jump”, a jump from the non-being of 
immediate consciousness to the fullness or totality of the concept, as we have 
seen. Therefore, the two conceptions of Sein, the Scholastic one of “‘thingness” 
and the modern one of posing act (atto ponente), are at opposite extremes 
(antipodi) according to a historical-critical judgment, however according to a 
speculative judgment the positions of Scholasticism and of Wolff, that of Kant, 
and finally that of Hegel, can be seen as three decisive stages for the 
dissolution of being into nothingness which brought about the disappearance of 
metaphysics and of philosophical Jogos itself”. 


This text underscores one of Fabro’s underlying themes on Hegel: that the 
difference between Hegel and St. Thomas is not just epistemological 
(realism vs. idealism), but rather that the difference is primarily 
metaphysical and is found in their divergent conceptions of nothingness and 
creation (ex nihilo). 

Regarding nothingness, Hegel’s nothingness is equivalent to pure, 
empty, abstract being; “the nothingness of St. Thomas is positive, since it is 
presupposed for finite being, and thus both guarantees the absolute freedom 


“°° C_ FABRO, “Existence”, 722. 
ae FABRO, “Breve discorso sull’essere”’, TPM, 376-377. 
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of God the Creator, who creates from nothing, and makes possible the 
participated freedom that is proper to finite spirit. The ontological positivity 
of the Thomistic nothingness in relation to the perfect actuality of God is 
expressed, metaphysically, in the positing of real potency as a co-principle 
of being. In the formal (corporeal) order; it is prime matter as related to 
form; in the existential order, it is finite essence as related to esse’”*”*. 

Regarding creation, Fabro contrasts Hegel’s view with St. Thomas’s 
view of a free and total production of being: 


The fundamental metaphysical difference between Hegel and St. Thomas about 
the problem of being is in the conception of creation insofar as for Hegel, 
elevating oneself to a speculative point of view means relating, achieving to 
God in the “moment that precedes creation”. For St. Thomas, on the other 
hand, it is only with creation, as the free and total production of being on 
behalf of God, that the distinction of essence and esse takes on theoretical 
importance and the problem of being as reality, distinct from that of essence as 
possibly is posed. [...] Thus, on the foundation of the creation from nothing, 
St. Thomas can effectively prospect (real) nothing as the absolute metaphysical 
difference between creature and Creator, between essence and esse; while, for 
Hegel, between being and nothing there is a change of essential pertaining (the 
dialectic). But in this way, St. Thomas can guarantee the absolute emergence to 
esse as the act of every act, while Hegel has to leave it confined in the formal 
sphere as the unity of contraries and therefore projected in the continually 
dissolving tension of being and non-being, of phenomena and reality... and 
referred to the expansion of itself of the dimensions of space (nature) and time 


(history)*””. 


At the beginning of his dialectic, Hegel’s Sein emerges as equivalent 
to nothingness; a merely dialectical “jump” from nothing, however, cannot 
but end up in nothingness. As we will see, Hegel’s error will be repeated by 
Heidegger: “The error of Hegel, and subsequently of Heidegger, is in having 
posited as a beginning a pure Sein, that is, an empty act, and an emptiness 
such that it must vanish into nothingness. Thus they have posited a pseudo- 
beginning and, therefore, no beginning at all, and have made everything 
vanish into simple happening.”°°” 

In Hegel, Fabro discerns two dialectics — namely, two modes or forms 
of realizing the dialectic: one is the well-known ternary dialectic of thesis, 


“8 C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 158-159. 
“°° C. FABRO, “Il Sein hegeliano e I’ esse tomistico”, 268. 
aC. FABRO, “The transcendentality of ens-esse...”, 418. 
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antithesis, synthesis; the other is the lesser-known binary dialectic of finite- 
Infinite, existence-Being, world-God™!. Romera comments that this twofold 
dialectic seems to correspond to two different levels of consideration: the 
ternary dialectic seeks to come to the fundament by means of a noetical 
procedure and thus corresponds to the methodological, noetic and expositive 
plane; the binary dialectic corresponds to the ontological plane as it 
manifests the ontological dialectic of reality’. Fabro writes: 


Consequently, when we pass from the “method” to “Being-in-itself’, the 
situation is reversed. God, who is the Absolute and the real Infinite, is the 
unqualifiedly First. He is the sole “principle” (Grund), and from Him all things 
proceed. If, then, from the point of view of the method God appears as “result” 
or consequence, this result from the point of view of God appears as “result of 
itself’, or the causa sui of Spinoza. Hence viewed from the perspective of the 
method alone, the Absolute is seen in a form that is inadequate and quite 


improper, as the later Hegel himself will energetically maintain”. 


In Hegel, then, we have a process from a minimal being to a maximum 
being and this process is able to be paralleled, with obvious differences, to 
that proper to St. Thomas, who makes explicit that which is implicit in the 
beginning (ens)”*. 

Once more, Fabro’s proposal of an affinity between Hegel and St. 
Thomas does not concern the content of their speculative syntheses, but 
rather points of “antithetical correspondence”. Dall’essere all’esistente 
points out five “antithetical correspondences” worthy of mention”: 1) Both 
Hegel and St. Thomas begin with being, yet there is a clear distinction 
between Hegel’s initial leeres Sein and St. Thomas’s primum cognitum; 2) 
Both consider the process of consciousness in its phenomenological 
development according to a succession of forms of comprehension of being 
in an ascending direction. Coming to the Absolute is not a prius of 
consciousness, but rather the result to which all philosophy tends; 3) Both 
see the determination of the real as having to do with a process that is 


°°! See C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 149. 

5 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 64. 

3 See C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 150. Fabro refers the 
reader to Hegel’s Vorlesungen tiber die Philosophie der Religion (ed. Lasson, Bd. 
XII, p. 174). 

54 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 64-65. 

5 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 65-68; C. FABRO, Dall’essere 
all’ esistente, 38-40. 
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intrinsic to being itself, a process by means of which we move from the 
indetermination of the initial notion of ens to the final Begriff, 4) For both, 
the initial, indeterminate concept of ens-esse is intrinsically dialectical. This 
because the presence of non-being is revealed in the reference to the finite, 
concrete being; 5) Finally, there is an antithetical correspondence with 
respect to the relationship between essence and existentia. Fabro holds that, 
for Hegel, essence (Wesen) represents the aspect of negativity within initial 
Sein (Dasein) and mediate Sein (Existenz); for St. Thomas, on the other 
hand, essence is related to esse as potency to act, esse being the first 
metaphysical act, participated in the creature and derived from esse per 
essentiam. Thus, the finite, founded on essence (non-ens with respect to 
esse), has in se amoment of nothingness. 

These points of “antithetical correspondence” do not negate points of 
true disparity between Hegel and St. Thomas. Romera mentions two of 
them: 1) The Hegelian dialectic is ternary only in appearance (being, non- 
being, becoming; being, essence, concept) and is, in reality binary 
(phenomenon-reality, finite-Infinite, immediate-mediate). The Thomistic 
dialectic starts from this binary situation and is actuated in the ternary form 
of ens, essentia, esse, attributing to the fullness of reality to esse subsistens 
and not to the essence’’*. 2) The manifest differences in their divergent 
conceptions of creation and the relationship between God and creatures. 


* * * 


In the conclusion to his book on Fabro, Romera summarizes that, 
according to Fabro, Hegel represents the recovery, in modern thought, of the 
demands proper to Being. The points of encounter between St. Thomas and 
Hegel lie in their mutual proposals to place being at the beginning, middle 
and end of thought. For Hegel, the dialectic is the process by means of 
which Absolute Being emerges as demanded by the imperfection and 
finitude implied by initial being. This dialectic is an interiorizing of the idea, 
which gains in intensity. Thus, Fabro sees in the Hegelian model a model 
analogous to the development of the emergence of esse in St. Thomas. 
While recognizing the distance between the Hegelian and Thomistic 
meanings of being, a parallelism is able to be established with respect to the 


5 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 69; C. FABRO, Dall’essere all’ esistente, 
41. 
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way of framing the stages proper to our ascension to being and to the 
metaphysical resolution which concludes in intensive being?” 


4.4.2 Fabro’s use of the Hegelian term “Diremtion’’ 


Fabro often uses the Hegelian term “Diremtion” when explaining the 
act of creation and the real distinction between essence and esse in 
creatures. Taking into consideration the dialectical background of the term, 
Diremtion can, at times, be translated as “distinction” or “difference”. One 
of Fabro’s first uses of the term is found in a 1955 article entitled “L’esse 
tomistico e il Sein hegeliano”. Referring to Hegel’s Wissenschaft der Logik, 
Fabro highlights the use of the term “Diremtion” in the problem of the 
relationship between the finite and the Infinite. For Hegel plurality is 
conceived of as an “appearance” within the unity of the concept and the 
difference or distinction (Diremtion) is that between the singular and the 
universal. For St. Thomas, there is a twofold Diremtion or distinction: “first 
as the origin of the finite in the process of free creation; then, as constitution 
of the finite within the singular by means of the composition of essence and 
esse as potency and act in the realm of participation’”**’. Thus, Fabro first 
uses of Diremtion in a Thomistic context, refer to either the difference- 
distinction between God and the creature in the act of creation or to the real 
distinction between essence and esse in creatures. 

In a 1958 article, “Presenza ontica, ontologica e metafisica 
dell’essere” which was translated into English and published in 1961, we 
again find the term “Diremtion”. A comparison of the Italian and English 
versions shows the difficultly in translating and grasping the meaning of 
Diremtion. In the text, Fabro refers to the First Book of Hegel’s Lessons on 
the Philosophy of Religion. 


Italian English 


Ed ecco la deduzione dell’ appartenenza 
del finito all’Infinito in cui Hegel 
introduce, per la prima volta a mia 
conoscenza, la negazione (doppia) 
come nota costitutiva dell’ Assoluto nel 
senso della “Diremtion” intrinseca che 


Here, then, we have Hegel’s deduction 
of how the finite belongs to the Infinite. 
Into it he has introduced, for the first 
time to my knowledge, double negation 
as the constitutive note of the Absolute, 
in the sense of an intrinsic self- 


°°” See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 328-329. 
el On FABRO, “L’ esse tomistico e il Sein hegeliano”, in Sapientia Aquinatis, 


269. 
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toglie se stessa. 


Il finito, continua Hegel, é esso stesso 
negazione; cid ch’é per se_ stesso 
negativo é il superamento di sé come 
del negativo; quindi la negazione ch’é 
posta come negazione e percio toglie se 
stessa, diventa affermazione. 

Ma _ quest’affermazione é_ soltanto 
mediante la negazione di sé come del 
negativo. Ma il negativo dell’ Infinito é 
il finito; V’Infinito ¢ quindi soltanto 
come il finito. Esso ha da dirimere sé in 
se stesso, ma percid togliere questa 
Diremtion. Questa prima unita con sé é 
astratta e quindi finita, mediante la 
quale essa si toglie, come questo 
togliersi, la mediazione é tolta e 
mediata, cosi che mediante questa 
doppia negazione la vera  infinita 


wo 509 
produce se stessa e con cid é infinita””’. 


sublation (Diremtion) or self- 
transcendence that in turn sublates or 
transcends its own self. The finite, 
continues Hegel, is itself negation. And 
that which is of itself negative is by the 
same token the surpassing both of itself 
and of the negative. Hence the negation 
that is posited as negation — and 
therefore is self-annulling — becomes 
affirmation. But this affirmative exists 
only by means of the negation of itself 
as well as of the negative. Now the 
negative of the Infinite is the finite. 
Hence the Infinite exists only as the 
finite. The latter must sublate itself 
within itself, and thus must sublate this 
very sublation. This first unity itself is 
abstract and hence finite, and in this 
way sublates itself precisely in this act 
of self-sublation. The mediation itself is 
suppressed and mediated, as though by 
means of this double negation authentic 
Infinity originates itself and thereby 
becomes infinite”'®. 


“Diremtion’, we see, is translated as “sublation’’, “self-sublation” or “‘self- 
transcendence” while “togliere’ is also translated as “sublate” or 
“transcend”. “Sublate” comes from the Latin sublatus, the past participle of 
tollere (to take away; to lift up), and, in a philosophical context, means to 
negate or eliminate an element in a dialectical process, yet preserve it as a 
partial element in a synthesis. 

The use of the term “Diremtion” in PC is very frequent and, in several 
contexts, refers to a “determination’”*!! (in the sense of limitation), 
“division?” (of esse in creation) and “distinction”? (between essence and 
esse in creatures). Of the last, Fabro writes: “The result of this ‘logical- 


oe Ok FABRO, “Presenza ontica, ontologica e metafisica dell’essere”, TPM, 
37. 

>! C, FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 154-155. 

5'| See C. FABRO, PC, 15-16. 

>! See C. FABRO, PC, 215. 

513 See C. FABRO, PC, 219. 
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formal’ consideration of the relationship ens-esse is, first of all, that that- 
which-is is ens and that esse as such ‘is not’. In order to be, esse should 
become ens and this happens by the Diremtion or composition of essentia 
and actus essendi: [...]. This is the fundamental Diremtion of esse”>'*. The 
text continues on and speaks of a second Diremtion, that of ens into the 
transcendentals: 


In the second “Diremtion”’, we deal with ens, thus composed, in relation to its 
“supposition” (significability) with respect to the collateral terms of unum, 
verum, bonum, which express its interior growth and represent its “notional 
intensification”: here ens, as first concept that is completely indeterminate, is 
truly intensified in its meaning insofar as that which before in it was implicit 
becomes explicit by the mind. [...] That we are also here dealing with a true 
“Diremtion’ of ens into the transcendentals, even if it remains intrinsic to ens, 
is highlighted by the very notional comprehension of ens itself in its formal 


duality of maximum indetermination (id quod est, quod habet esse)". 


In both contexts, “Diremtion” refers to a “dialectical process” of negation- 
conservation by which entia (creatures) come from Esse (God) and unum, 
verum and bonum from ens. 

Throughout PC, Fabro returns several times to the theme of the first 
Diremtion of Esse (God) into entia (creatures). For example, Fabro uses the 
term “Diremtion” to speak about the role of the divine ideas in creation. He 
refers to two “moments” in the derivation of the created: the first involves 
“the Diremtion of the divine essence in the formal order inasmuch as the 
divine essence can involve the multiplicity of divine ideas as exemplars of 
things”’'®. The second concerns the derivation of the transcendental 
perfections that follow from the divine nature. As G. Doolan points out, we 
are dealing with the derivation of the essence in the first Diremtion and the 
derivation of participated esse in the second’'’. Further on, Fabro refers to 


*'* C. FABRO, PC, 219. 

> C. FABRO, PC, 219. 

*!° ©, FABRO, PC, 259. 

>” G. DOOLAN, Aquinas on the Divine Ideas as Exemplar Causes, 222: “The 
two modes of divine exemplarism thus entail two moments within the structure of 
participation. As Fabro explains, the first moment is constituted by the 
“Diremption,” or division of the divine essence in the formal order such that it 
comprises the multiplicity of divine ideas that are the exemplars of created things. 
Because of this diremption, every real created formality is referred to its respective 
exemplar according to its mode of being. This constitutes the derivation of the 
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Diremtion in the context of creation as a “fall” of being: “But participated 
esse ‘falls’ in the Diremtion of the ontological difference [...]. With the 
Diremtion that makes esse fall in the ontological difference from its simple 
identity, with the interval of nothingness (creation), esse becomes 
participated and therefore commensurate and attributed to ‘something’..., as 
‘act’ of the substance”’'*. Fabro notes that it is in the first moment of the 
constitution of the real that the Diremtion of being is accomplished. Fabro 
explains this as follows: 


Esse commune, as participated actus essendi in the singular existents, is 
received in the essence and thus multiplied: this means that, that which is esse 
per essentiam in God, Pure Act and totality of perfection, is distinguished [si 
dirime] in the creature in a twofold participation, of essence and esse: essence 
is conceived to come from God as from the ideal fullness of all perfections 
which is diversely participated in by creatures according to three fundamental 
formal degrees (esse, vivere, intelligere); participated actus essendi is the 
participation of God insofar as he is Pure Act. They are two moments was 
obviously are not distinguished in God, but rather should be really 
distinguished (“dirimere”’) in the creature and therefore refer to a proper, 
original derivation: [...] the real distinction of essence and esse in the static 
transcendental order which has for its comparison [riscontro] in the dynamic 


transcendental order the distinct creation of essence and esse” ”. 


This Thomistic Diremtion of Esse is in obvious contrast to the Hegelian 
Diremtion of the Absolute. “For Hegel, the Diremtion of the Absolute into 
the multiple is by means of a process of double negation (gedoppelte 
Negation) of God himself””*”. In the first Hegelian negation: “Only God is; 
but God is only by means of the mediation of himself with himself; he 
wants the finite, he places himself as something else and, thus, he becomes 
something other, since he has something other against himself 21 Th the 
second Hegelian negation, the first negation is converted into affirmation 
and, in this way, recovers God’s absoluteness: “This being-other is [in God] 
the contradiction of himself... Creating is activity; in former is the 


created essence. Then there is the derivation of all the transcendental perfections 
that follow from the divine nature which embraces esse in all of its intensity”. 

58 C_FABRO, PC, 350. 

>” C. FABRO, PC, 379. 

°° ©, FABRO, PC, 580. 

IG. W. F. HEGEL, Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Religion, (ed. 
Lasson), I, p. 146. 
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difference, in the latter the moment of the finite. But the permanence of the 
finite is, in turn, taken away insofar as in the true infinite, the finite shows 
itself as a moment of the divine life. But in this way, the being-other with 
respect to God vanishes and God knows himself in this, through which he is 
maintained as result of himself by means of himself 22” For Hegel neither 
the finite, nor the Infinite are beings, but rather the determinations of Infinite 
and finite are merely moments of the process’, In opposition to Hegel’s 
proposal Fabro clarifies the nature of the Thomistic Diremtion in God’s act 
of creation: 


The creature is truly similar to God, not only insofar as its essence derives by 
exemplarism from the divine idea, but properly “in ratione entis’”; it is truly 
ens, since in addition to [oltre] the essence it has its act of esse — distinct from 
its essence and from divine esse — which is always and only act and, therefore, 
first act in its order, even if it is participated. The creature is, at the same time, 
also dislike God not only and properly because it is imperfect, finite..., but 
because its esse is received in its finite essence as act in its potency and, 
therefore, [is] really distinct from the essence, while in God esse is identical to 
essence: it is in this first Diremtion of being into essential and esse, that one 
founds all the other characteristics indicated by the infinite distance of the 
creature from the Creator. And the infinite dissimilitude of the creature co- 
exists with its intrinsic similitude to the Creator, since the infinite distance co- 
exists with the immediate, actual presence of the Creator in the creature as 


First exemplary, efficient and final Cause™™*. 


In PC’s Conclusion, the term “Diremtion” is used throughout and at 
very important moments. First, “participation” is said to express the “crucial 
moment” of the Diremtion of being: 


Thus, participation is presented as the realization of a presence and, for this 
reason, constitutes the fundamental metaphysical relation in its two tensorial 
moments of “unity” and “difference” which One has toward the many and the 
many towards the One: thanks to the dialectic of participation, the One can be 
with-and-in the many, remaining in se undivided and the many can be together 
in the One, each of these, however, remaining distinct due to the originary 
“difference” or Diremtion between Being [/’Essere] and being [/’ente]. Beings 
participate in Being and this means that their being is not Being: the 


=”? Thid., T pct47, 
°°3 See C. FABRO, PC, 581. 
4 C_ FABRO, PC, 599-600. 
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“difference” is the participation itself: the many are “others” from the One, but 
not “outside” the One”. 


Next, in the section on static participation, Fabro refers to the composition 
of essence and esse as the originary Diremtion and quotes In Boeth. De 
Hebdomadibus, \ect. 2 in support, a text which contrasts God’s simplicity 
and esse subsistens with creaturely participated esse. With respect to the 
predicamental compositions, Fabro also considers the Diremtion of the 
genus into species and the Diremption of the species into individuals””°. In 
the final section on the analogy of being, Fabro calls the essence, which 
distinguishes beings from being, the “principle of the Diremtion” and thus 


constitutes the “difference” of beings from Being”. 


ok ok ok 


To conclude, the use of “Diremtion” by Fabro, when speaking about 
Thomistic metaphysics, normally concerns some type of dialectic and refers 
to a process of sublation in the sense of a negation and consequent 
synthesis. Two key uses of the term emerge. A first use is in the explanation 
of the derivation of creatures from God, where, according to Fabro, there is 
a certain negation-conservation of esse. The creature is not esse, but rather 
has esse or participates in esse. Creation is explained by Fabro as involving 
a twofold Diremtion: God looking at himself sees all the possible ways of 
participating his being is a Diremtion of the divine essence in the formal 
order, resulting in a multiplicity of divine ideas and exemplars, yet without 
compromising God’s divine simplicity. The second Diremtion concerns the 
derivation of the transcendental perfections that follow from the divine 
nature. God’s “looking at himself’ and creating in accordance with the 
measure established is seen by Fabro as a Diremtion in the sense of 
“negation-synthesis”: “negation” in the sense of creatures are not God and 
do not having the fullness of divine esse; “synthesis” or “conservation” in 
the sense that creatures are and have their act of being, which is ultimately a 
participation of divine being. A second key use of the term “Diremtion” 
regards the fundamental and primary structure of the creature: its 
composition of esse-essentia. In this case, Diremtion refers to the distinction 
or dialectic (“negation-synthesis”) of essence and esse within ens. The 


5 C_ FABRO, PC, 629. 
6 See C. FABRO, PC, 640-641. 
°7 See C. FABRO, PC, 650. 
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creature’s essence, in this case and in Fabrian terms, is not esse, yet is a 
“positive-negative”””® which limits esse (negating moment), determining it 
to a specific mode or degree (synthetic-conserving moment). 


4.4.3 La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana (1988-2004) 


Fabro attempted to publish The First Reform of the Hegelian Dialectic 
in 1988, but editorial problems caused an indefinite delay in its publication 
and eventually Fabro requested that the editors return to the text to him”. 
Sixteen years later, in 2004, it was published as a posthumous work by the 
Editrice del Verbo Incarnato. Fabro worked on it for over 15 years, often 
consulting the rare works of the first Hegelians, and called it a project that 
was “close to his heart”. Fabro originally conceived this work as a 
comparative study of the “Hegelian dialectic and the dialectic of being’. 
The speculative core of the work concerns the problem of the beginning 
(cominciamento), which is configured as Sein in Hegel and as ens in 
Aquinas. As J. Villagrasa points out, the Introduction and Conclusion of the 
work are particularly enlightening as regards the presentation and resolution 
of the problem of the beginning”. 


°°8 C. FABRO, PC, 647-648: “Unlike Hegel, St. Thomas conceives the 
essence on the foundation of the creation of being from nothing: essence is a 
positive-negative insofar as it expresses the mode and degree of participation of 
being and expresses it positively thanks to the derivation by ‘imitation’ of the 
divine Ideas. This allows that which exists to move away from nothingness and to 
surpass it effectively, so that nothingness does not enter directly, as for Hegel, into 
the dialectical constitution of the finite, but indirectly because of finiteness: this is 
not a pure negation, as for Spinoza and idealist metaphysics, but a limit which has 
a double intentionality — so to speak — towards nothing from which it ex-ists and 
toward Being in which it in-sists. Since the finite is ens and not Being, it is neither 
Being not nothingness: thus, while insofar as it is ens it distances itself from 
nothing, and it does this insofar as it indicates in se Being as other da sé, and this it 
does by the positive negative moment of the essence”. 

>”? See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 7. 

°3° See Fabro’s letter dated March 26, 1988, reprinted in C. FABRO, La prima 
riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 7. 

°3! Th this brief exposition of Fabro’s postumous work, I follow the outline of 
J. Villagrasa’s article: “Il problema del cominciamento filosofico in “La prima 
rifroma della dialettica hegeliana’ di Cornelio Fabro”, Alpha Omega 6 (2004), 271- 
300. 
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The Introduction of the work deals with being as the beginning 
(cominciamento). Fabro connects this problem to the determination of 
philosophy’s method: “The beginning in philosophy — when this is, as it 
should be, the ‘reduction to fundament’, which is the establishing of 
reflection itself in its principle — is, consequently, primarily establishing the 
determination of the proper method”?**. Fabro does not dwell on this point 
and is content to point out that the methodological difference between 
immanentism and realism is found in the foundation of the relation between 
thought and being: Does thought found being (immanentism) or does being 
found thought (realism)? This is the sense of the problem of the beginning 
in philosophy’. 

In the Introduction Fabro also states that Hegel’s philosophy is among 
the most important and apt for entering into philosophy’s main speculative 
problem. Fabro is fascinated by Hegel’s passion for the determination of the 
fundament (Grund)>**. Hegel determines the Anfang-Grund (Beginning- 
Fundament) as Sein (Being). For this reason, Fabro seeks above all to clarify 
what Hegel means by Sein, what should be understood by the term of 
“being”, how philosophy starts from being, and how thought is able to take 
its first step in the search to found itself”°. Fabro is interested primarily in 
three points of Hegel’s proposal: that the beginning ought to be “without 
presuppositions”, that the beginning ought to be made with pure Being that 
is empty of all determination and that there is a coincidence between the 


ae OF FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 11-12: “Tl 
cominciare in filosofia — quand’essa é, come dev’essere, la ‘riduzione al 
fondamento’, ch’é lo stabilirsi della riflessione stessa nel suo principio — é di 
conseguenza lo stabilire anzitutto la determinazione del proprio metodo”. In a 
footnote, Fabro recalls that for Hegel and Scholastic formalism the foundation 
(Grund) is the essence. For St. Thomas and Heidegger the Grund is esse or Sein. 
These authors, though, diverge as regards the ulterior foundation: for St. Thomas, 
this ultimate foundation is Jpsum Esse Subsistens; for Heidegger, this is Nichts. 

°33 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 12-13. 

°4 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 27. 

°° See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 63-64: “Quel 
che a me interessa in modo supremo nell’ opera di Hegel ormai da alcuni decenni, e 
che ora dopo l’opera di Heidegger mi stimola senza darmi pace, é di chiarire cosa 
intende Hegel per “Essere’ (Sein), cosa deve intendere nel primo semantema di 
‘essere’, come la filosofia a partire dall’essere puo porre e fare il primo passo del 
pensiero che cerca di fondare se stesso”. 
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conclusion of the system with its beginning, of the Absolute with Being, of 
the result with the principle>”*. 

The problem of the beginning of speculative reflection, Fabro writes, 
consists in the problem of the relationship of being to thought and not that 
of being to non-being”’”. Fabro’s critique of Hegel refers mainly to Hegel’s 
way of conceiving Sein as a total abstraction of speculative logic’’*. The 
radical demand of the absolute beginning is correct, yet this does not cut the 
philosopher off from his life-experience. While not agreeing with the 
“materiality” of the classical approach to the “principle” (arché), Hegel does 
approve of the need to begin with the position of the principle: “Hegel 
intends to make the first theoretical moment [of philosophy] correspond 
with the first historical moment of philosophy”, that of Greek philosophy. 
“For Hegel, the beginning of thought should be immediate, universal and 
indeterminate, namely, pure thought, which is the simplest, poorest, pure 
Being”””. 

In the Conclusion to the work, Fabro undertakes a confrontation 
between Hegel and Aquinas on the beginning. Both, he notes, begin with the 
problem of being. For Hegel this beginning is a completely empty or 
absolutely undetermined infinitive “being” (Sein). For Aquinas, the 
beginning is made with ens, a concrete transcendental, participle, synthesis 
of subject (content) and act: 


Like Hegel, St. Thomas makes the beginning of philosophizing with the 
problem of Being according to the plexus of ‘ens-esse’, but according to a 
opposing movement of the dialectic: in fact, while Hegel thought that he 
should start from completely empty being or absolutely indeterminate being, as 
the infinitive from of To Be-Sein, St. Thomas, on the other hand, places the 
beginning in the ‘universal concrete’ or better said, in the transcendental 
concrete, which is ens taken in the participle form which is the synthesis of 
noun and verb or of subject-content and act of quod est and esse (Boethius). 


Hegel, like decadent Scholasticism, proceeds with a formal abstractive method, 
with the difference of transferring the abstraction from the object (essence as 
content of the object, emptied of all determinateness and determination) to the 


98: Sea. C, FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 63; J. 
VILLAGRASA, “Il problema del cominciamento...”, 274. 

°°7 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 96. 

538 See J. VILLAGRASA, “I problema del cominciamento...”, 277. 

7, VILLAGRASA, “Il problema del cominciamento...”, 278. 

sant VILLAGRASA, “Il problema del cominciamento...”, 278. 
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subject (consciousness, which is thus the beginning insofar as it is emptied of 
all content): “Empty Being” which is [said] equal to Nothing and to the 
“passing” to Nothing. [...] [Flor Hegel, Sein is referred to the subject since it is 
the speculative formula itself of the initial absolute doubt and pure cogito; Sein 
expresses consciousness in se in the initial moment of the absolutely 
indeterminate or of the non-reference to the other: the second immediacy (true 
and authentic) presupposes the first immediacy (non-true). Hegelian 
abstraction, then, consists in the progressive and total emptying of 
consciousness of any content, as the concept of traditional abstraction desires, 
and of which also Hegel is victim (like Descartes, like all the Scholastics and 


all the moderns), but St. Thomas is not™. 


With respect to knowledge, formalistic Scholasticism and modern 
philosophy both have a rationalistic tendency: they refer fundamentally to 
the content of ens and not to its act. Scholasticism and modern thought 
proceed to our mind’s initial consciousness of the real in a synthetic 
manner: “in fact, for rationalistic Scholasticism, existence is a “complement 
of the possibility’ (complementum possibilitatis) and for modern philosophy 
it is the ‘position of a thing or of certain determinations in se’ (Kant)? 
This is an extrinsic synthesis which implies a constitutive, analytical 
moment: “in Scholasticism, the principle (or fact) of God, the Creator of the 
existent; in modern philosophy, the principle (or presupposition) of the 
subject, the creator of the relation, which is consciousness”>*?. This leads, 
on a theoretical level, to the determination of “existence” as being 
consequent on and posterior to essence: 


And, in this way, the belonging of existence to the essence becomes an “after” 
and an extrinsic “addition” to the essence itself: for Scholasticism, it is 
resolved, first of all, in the reference to sensible experience and then into the 
causal dependence on the Creator, for modern philosophy it is resolved 
according to the various modes of mediation of the transcendental in the 
passage from Dasein to Existenz™*. 


In paragraphs 76 to 79 (pages 215-222), Fabro tries to clarify the 
Hegelian passage from Dasein to Existenz through the mediation of Wesen. 
In the end, Fabro concludes that he cannot understand how from the 
Hegelian premises, which demand an Anfang (beginning) that is completely 


4! C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 211-212. 
? C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 214. 
cua Os FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 214. 
ae Gi FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 214. 
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abstract and indeterminate, one can then justify a fundament that is the 
(concrete) unity of concrete identity and distinction**’. Fabro draws out the 
consequences of beginning with the Infinite (real or logical) or, as Hegel 
does, with something empty and equal to nothingness: 


He who begins from Being posited in the form of Infinite, whether in real 
abstraction (=God: ontologism), or in logical abstraction (=the abstract couplet: 
Scholastic and modern formalism), cannot proceed further: he should stop in 
the same moment in which he begins. He who from the beginning relates to the 
Absolute is already in the “ultimate” fundament and has no need to seek. On 
the other hand, he who makes the beginning with the empty and with nothing, 
does nothing and cannot do anything: unless man, in some way, takes the place 
of God as in contemporary philosophy and turns the nothingness (of 
consciousness) into the condition of being (= appearing)””*. 


On the negative side, the “emptiness” of Hegel’s proposal with respect to 
the beginning brings about the nihilistic consequences of the so-called 
“principle of immanence’”. On the positive side, Hegel is foremost in the 
proposing the methodological priority of being: Being as the beginning’. 
The “way” Hegel proceeds, however, causes Heidegger to include Hegel 
among those philosophers who resolve the cogito in volo and the fundament 
of being in the subjectivity of the Subject along the lines of Descartes, 
Leibniz and Kant™’®. Yet Heidegger himself, Fabro hastens to points out, has 
identified the phenomenological plane with the ontic-ontological plane and, 
ultimately, with the metaphysical plane, resolving being in the [act of] 
appearing and accepting the ultimate resolution of Being — its identification 
— with the historicity of historicity-in-act or Dasein: “Here we have his 
proclamation of the essential finiteness of Sein as such, with his ‘return to 
Kant’ and the turning of ex nihilo nihil (fit) into ex nihilo omne ens”. 

St. Thomas’s thought alone seems to be able to embrace and respond 
to the converging instances of Hegel — insofar as philosophy should be 
without presuppositions and begin with the first and indeterminate as 
fundament of all — and of Heidegger — insofar as being should be present in 
a pre-predicative and pre-notional form and grasped as act with respect to 


“ C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 221. See J. 
VILLAGRASA, “Il problema del cominciamento filosofico...”, 291. 

“6 C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 222. 

“7 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 222-223. 

48 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 223. 

°C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 223. 
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the immediate givenness of the finite — regarding being as the fundament”””. 
Fabro’s reference to St. Thomas means three things: 


I. The revolutionary innovation conducted by St. Thomas by the priority that 
he gives the term ens-esse over that of unum-bonum of the formalistic tradition 
of the West which should give the priority to life, to volo, to action... over 
thought and to homo faber over homo sapiens: to essence over esse or actus 
essendi. This is the Parmenidean element. 


Il. The gnoseological priority of ens, the transcendental concrete, over esse 
universale or commune of the metaphysical tradition which was constricted to 
identifying it either with some hypostasis (Platonism) or with God (ontologism, 
idealism...), thus subordinating reality to thought and the modes of being to the 
modes of thinking. This is the Platonic-Aristotelian element. 


Ill. Consequently, the real, actual priority of esse as fundament not only with 
respect to ens (as is obvious), but also with respect to essence, according to the 
absolute metaphysical instance of the priority of act over potency: namely, on 
the one hand, overcoming Platonic ywprowdcg by means of the constitutive 
immanence of the form and of Aristotelian act, yet overcoming that same 
immanence also by means of the emergence of act in its primary and absolute 


: : 551 
instance which belongs to esse alone” . 


The Thomistic beginning is not made with esse, but rather with ens: 
“Tt cannot be the infinite (being): 1) since it is indeterminate and abstract in 
se; 2) since it can indicate the indeterminacy both of ‘content’ (essence) and 
act (existence); 3) since, in the end, it doesn’t clarify the distinction of the 
profound act of being (actus essendi, esse) from the contingent and extrinsic 
fact of being (ex-istentiay”*. The beginning cannot be made with 
something purely abstract or purely concrete or something that regards only 
the object and content or the subject and act. Consequently: 


The beginning should be made with the noetical (and semantic) plexus which 
embraces in an indissoluble way, the plexus of subject-act and object-content 
as the transcendental synthesis of concrete-abstract: the first step of thought 
should be, then, founding in an absolutely constitutive sense and illuminating 
of the entire path of the spirit and, thus, every successive knowledge of the real 
should be conditioning, whether finite or Infinite. Such an absolutely first step 


°°° See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 223-224. 
peat Oi FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 224. 
°°? C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 225. 
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of thought is indicated by St. Thomas in the dialectical plexus of ens, without 

any hesitation or ambiguity: “J/lud autem quod primo intellectus concipit quasi 

notissimum et in quod omnes conceptiones resolvit est ens” (De Veritate, q. 1, 
553 

a. ly. 


As a participle, ens refers to both act (esse) and content (essence). It is the 
most universal plexus of concreteness since it is the synthesis of noun and 
verb, content and act. Esse, on the other hand, is the act of all acts, the first 
act, the most intimate act, the most formal act, the most profound act. It is 
the act without which nothing can be in act and nothing can be understood 
to be in act”: “The first moment of the spirit in contact with the real is 
synthetic, not analytic; it is the grasping of ens, as a unitary apprehension of 
a [any] content in act. The explicit distinction, then, between content and act 
is the object of reflection and comes in a second moment and is meaningless 
without referring to that originary synthesis”. From the semantic 
perspective, Fabro calls the plexus of ens — the ratio entis — both the magis 
universale (extensivum) and the magis intensivum (comprehensivum)°”°. 
Within the sphere of intelligibility, essence is subordinated to ens. 
This point depends on the status of ens in the resolutio ad fundamentum”’. 
As the fulcrum of intelligibility and the dialectical nexus of all knowledge, 
the plexus of ens is the principle-that-sustains (substentans) of all 


°°3 C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 229. 

°°4 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 230: “In the 
participle form of ens is expresses and, thus, presented, the synthesis of the 
concrete in act in the plexus of essentia-esse (quod est — esse) or of the 
fundamental subject (which is the essence of every thing) and its proper act which 
is esse. That which, first of all, is expressed is the same synthesis: ens, or the 
concrete in act”. 

°°’ C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 231. 

°° Tn his article on the work in question, J. Villagrasa mentions that Fabro’s 
phrase: “Here, ratio, has the properly metaphysical sense or real foundation and not 
the logical meaning of abstract formal ratio” (p. 233) and reference to I, q. 5, a. 2, 
are unclear (See J. VILLAGRASA, “II problema del cominciamento...”, 295, n. 19). 
Quite possibly Fabro is simply referring to his thesis that the initial notion of ens is 
completely special and obtained by apprehension and should not be equated with 
other concepts that are consequent upon abstraction (total or formal). 

57 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 233. 
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understanding and the principle-that-makes-intelligible (faciens intelligere) 
every object of knowledge and science”™*. 

Having established the role of ens as primum cognitum, Fabro now 
turns his attention to esse and its “relationship” to ens: “If the fulcrum of 
knowing is ens, as the plexus which indicates being in act, the fulcrum of 
ens is esse which indicates the first simple act; as ens indicates the first 
plexus or first real composition and, at the same time (consequently) the 
first intentionality. Therefore, ens is the concrete of esse, it refers to actus 
essendi and not to essence”>’. To grasp the “Thomistic revolution” in the 
determination of act, one needs to see how the essence drops to a second 
place with respect to esse. “In the key-position that ens has in the foundation 
of the truth of knowledge, esse as act of ens is the first and ultimate act of 
the transcendental resolution that we are seeking”. Fabro observes that the 
Thomistic texts he has considered could seem to be limited to an ontic- 
grammatical determination of the plexus ens-esse, rather than part of the 
reduction to foundation. In reality, these texts push for the ultimate 
determination of esse as the act of ens, as first act and ultimate, supreme 
perfection™”’. In light of this: 


The plexus ens cannot be grasped by way of some abstractive process, but is 
itself the primary nucleus and intelligible light which renders all understand 
possible. The process is as simple as it is radical: it is act, insofar as it means 
perfection, and therefore, it is being in act which makes things intelligible; but 
esse is the first act and therefore, ens is the first actual plexus, therefore every 
thing is and becomes intelligible insofar as it is and is presented as ens, i.e., 
with reference to esse. This reference to esse is participation: therefore, it is 
insofar as they participate in esse that beings (entia), things and essences all 


8 See In I Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 3; I-IL, q. 55, a. 4 ad 1; In Librum De Causis, 
lect. 6. 

saan Bb FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 233. See In I 
Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 2 ad 2: “Ens autem non dicit quidditatem, sed solum actum 
essendi, cum sit principium ipsum”’. 

ls Gr FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 234. 

chee FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 234. See I, q. 4, a. 
1 ad 3: “Ipsum esse est perfectissimum omnium, comparatur enim ad omnia ut 
actus. Nihil enim habet actualitatem, nisi inquantum est, unde ipsum esse est 
actualitas omnium rerum, et etiam ipsarum formarum. Unde non comparatur ad 
alia sicut recipiens ad receptum, sed magis sicut receptum ad recipiens. Cum enim 
dico esse hominis, vel equi, vel cuiuscumque alterius, ipsum esse consideratur ut 
formale et receptum, non autem ut illud cui competit esse”. 
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become intelligible and that ens is the first intelligible. Therefore constitutive 
point of departure for thought is not the concrete-concrete formal (the 
determinate singular of formalistic Scholasticism), not the formal a priori or 
transcendental abstract or empty cogito of modern immanence, but rather ens 
which is the concrete transcendental”. 


For St. Thomas, ens is both the terminus ad quem of creation and the 
terminus a quo of knowing. Insofar as ens is finite it comes from nothing. 
Insofar as it has being, it comes from God. Thus, even though it is finite, it 
participates in esse and can be said to be an ens subsistens”™. 

In philosophy one arrives to the beginning: to philosophy belongs the 
task of discussing how one should begin. According to Fabro this discussion 
of the beginning (in Thomism) is articulated in the doctrine of the 
transcendentals as follows: 


I. Starting from the plexus ens, we have already seen that it implies the 
“synthesis” of act and content, of essentia and esse: in fact, starting from 
essentia one constitutes and defines res, which, then, is a posterius with respect 
to the constitutive priority of ens. It is here, in the slipping toward res-essentia 
that the Vergessenheit des Seins was produced: the prevalence of content over 
act. 


II. It is starting from the synthesis of essentia-esse of ens as constitutive plexus 
of the real in act that one understands, first of all, the unbreakable nature of the 
constitutive principles of the real itself and thus, its indivision and internal 
indivisibility which is its transcendental unity. This unity, as in the Hegelian 
dialectic, is expressed [...] by means of negation: “Negatio autem consequens 
omne ens absolute est indivisio, et hanc exprimit hoc nomen unum: nihil enim 
est aliud unum quam ens indivisum” (De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1). 


In the spirit the positive comes first, then the negative, the presence and 
consistency of ens first and then the awareness of its essence and division: 
“Primum quod in intellectum cadit est ens; secundum vero est negatio entis” 
(De Potentia, q. 9, a. 7, ad 15). 


II. But the authentic transcendental or that which we can call the “open 
transcendentality or transcendentality of openness” is that of the relation of 
esse to the spirit and of the spirit to esse around the intelligible fulcrum of ens. 
Thus, the relation of being-spirit is deepened in and intensified to the infinite: 


°° C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 235. 
°63 See C. FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 237. 
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“For the intellect first apprehends ens itself; and secondly it apprehends that it 
understands ens; and thirdly, it apprehends that it desires being. Hence the 
ratio of ens is first, the ratio of verum second, and the ratio of bonum third, 
even though bonum is in things””™. 


In the concluding paragraphs, Fabro referrs to the itinerary he has followed, 
pointing out the importance of the constitutive transcendentality of ens in 
the confrontation of Heidegger and St. Thomas: 


The path, then, has been outlined starting from the tension of essentia-esse as 
fulcrum of the dialectical procedure of thought and advancing in the 
determination of the constitutive transcendentality of ens with respect to the 
constitution of knowing (true) and freedom (good) which is the emergence of 
the spirit in its essential fulfillment. It is a return, then, ours as well, to the 
authentic, essential Jogos which was first prospected by Parmenides-Heraclitus 
and then, according to Heidegger, obscured and lost already even in the 
Socratic “systems”; but it is a return with the mediation of the intensive ens- 
esse of St. Thomas, since Sein by itself cannot take one step in order to move 


itself from its own empty indeterminateness””. 


ok ok ok 


Fabro’s La riforma della dialettica hegeliana is nothing less than a 
highly speculative presentation of themes our author developed over the 
years: the convergence between Hegel, Heidegger and St. Thomas on the 
importance of esse (Sein); the doctrinal divergence with respect to the 
beginning as Sein (Hegel) or ens (St. Thomas); the convergence of the 
method of metaphysical reflection as a resolutio ad fundamentum, the 
doctrinal divergence regarding the ultimate fundament: nothingness for 
Hegel and Heidegger; God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens for St. Thomas. We 
now turn to Fabro’s interpretation of Heidegger, which further illuminates 
the dialogue Fabro sought with contemporary thought on the fundamental 
problem of being. 


° C_ FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 240. I, q. 16, a. 4 
ad 2: “Intellectus autem per prius apprehendit ipsum ens; et secundario apprehendit 
se intelligere ens; et tertio apprehendit se appetere ens. Unde primo est ratio entis, 
secundo ratio veri, tertio ratio boni, licet bonum sit in rebus”’. 

ae Gh FABRO, La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana, 242. 
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4.5 Heidegger and the forgetting of Sein 


This section on Fabro’s interpretation of Heidegger’s metaphysical 
work is divided into three points: a general, chronological overview of 
Heidegger’s place in Fabro’s thought; Fabro’s three main hermeneutical 
keys in his interpretation of Heidegger; and Fabro’s interpretation of 
Heidegger’s Sein. 

Heidegger in  Fabro’s thought. Fabro’s early studies on 
existentialism in the 1940s put him in direct contact with Heidegger’s 
thought. Heidegger’s philosophy, in turn, became a constant stimulus in 
Fabro’s philosophical reflections. Fabro’s first reflections on Heidegger’s 
“fundamental ontology” are found in Chapter Three of Jntroduzione 
all’esistenzialismo (1943), which deals with the “Structure of Existence”®’, 
Fabro concentrates his exposition on Heidegger’s proposal of the 
transcendence of Being as finite temporality. 

A second consideration of Heidegger by Fabro is found in his “La 
filosofia contemporanea” (1954) under the title: “Existence as openness to 
the absolute in Heidegger”. The text highlights some of the main 
Heideggerian themes that influence Fabro’s thought: 1) The forgetfulness of 
being (Vegessenheit des Seins) proper to Scholastic and modern thought; 2) 
The need to regress or return (Riickgang, Ruckstieg) to the foundation 
(Grund) which is being itself (das Sein selbst); 3) The limits of Heidegger’s 
reflection on Sein and truth in terms of “presence” and “temporality” and on 
Sein as openness (Offenheit) and illumination (Lichtung); 4) The positivity 


°° There are several studies of Fabro’s interpretation of Heidegger. See T. DI 
STEFANO, “Oblio dell’essere e ritorno al fondamento”, in Essere e liberta, 373- 
395; L. ROMERA, “Verso un pensiero dell’essere: dialogo tra Heidegger e Fabro”, 
Acta Philosophica 1 (1992), 101-110; L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 71-94; A. 
CRESCINI, “Il tomismo di Cornelio Fabro e il rifiuto del pensiero moderno IT’, 
Giornale di Metafisica 20 (1998), 87-126. 

*8T See'C. FABRO, Introduzione all’esistenzialismo, Vita e pensiero, Milano 
1943. I will quote from C. FABRO, Jntroduzione all’ esistenzialismo, EDIVI, Segni 
2009. Fabro’s reflections are limited to Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit (1927), Was ist 
Metaphysik (1929), Vom Wesen des Grundes (1929), Kant und das Problem der 
Metaphysik (1929). 

68 C. FaBRO (ed.), Storia della filosofia, Parte V: “La filosofia 
contemporanea”, 828-842. Fabro considers Brief tiber Humanismus (1947), 
Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit (1947); Vom Wesen des Wahrheit (1949); 
Holzwege (1950); and the Nachwort (1943) and Einleitung (1949) to Was ist 
Metaphysik?. 
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of Heidegger’s dialectic of nothing (Nichts) and how, according to 
Heidegger, it brings one to the comprehension (Verstehen) of the being of 
ens in time and, therefore, to the “discovery and foundation” of being; 5) 
The distinction between “initial thought” (anfaengliches Denken), which 
stops at ens, and “essential thought” (wesentliches Denken), which comes to 
being itself by means of that which Heidegger calls the “fundamental 
experience of being” (Grunderfahrung des Seins); 6) Heidegger’s procedure 
seeks to come to “thinking being”, yet, at the same time, being is not a 
product (Ereignis) of thought, but rather it is essential thought which is a 
product of being”. 

After summarizing the content of Heidegger’s “phenomenological 
ontology”, Fabro explores the principal limit of Heidegger’s thought: the 
ambiguity of the problem of God. Instead of discussing the problem, 
Heidegger turns towards the ontological structures of language (Sprache) as 
the house of being. For Heidegger, what a thinker calls being, the poet calls 
the “Sacred” (Das Heilige). Faced with accusations of nihilism and atheism, 
Heidegger rejects both labels in Brief iiber Humanismus (1947) and 
revindicates the positivity of his interpretation of being, thus distancing 
himself from Sartre’s existentialism and atheism. Heidegger is at pains to 
avoid the stumbling block of theological metaphysics, which affirms God as 
the cause of being and, therefore, brings one to nihilism as well as the 
sceptical phenomenalism of Sartre which places the negation of God at the 
beginning of philosophy. Heidegger, Fabro writes, seeks a more radical 
position and holds that the problem of whether or not God exists and how he 
exists, is able to be resolved only in the “presentation of being”, since the 
truth of being consists in openness with respect to the presentation of the 
being of beings: “The Heideggerian ambiguity in the problem of God is 
linked, therefore, to the constitutive ambiguity in which he places the 
problem of being. Human subjectivity does not produce being, but rather, on 
the contrary, it is being that has man and possesses him’”””°. Fabro concludes 
that, for Heidegger: “Esse ipsum is at the antipodes of Esse totaliter 
perfectum which is Esse subsistens as Thomistic theology calls God: in any 
case, Heidegger himself expressly excludes that Sein selbst is God”°”'. For 
St. Thomas, “ispum esse is the ultimate, supreme metaphysical 
determination of God’; for Hegel; it “is rather the initial dialectical 


© See C. FABRO, “La filosofia contemporanea’”, in Storia della filosofia, 
828-840. 

ae Ox FABRO, “La filosofia contemporanea’”’, 840. 

°7! C. FABRO, “La filosofia contemporanea’’, 840. 
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determination”; for Heidegger, “‘it is the neutral dialectical determination 
which is diluted in absolute historicism to he wants to attribute the meaning 
of ‘expectatio’”’”. Fabro ends his exposition by pointing out both the 
pitfalls and the promise he discerns in Heidegger’s thought. Fabro admits 
quite frankly — in 1954 — that Heidegger’s thought can take any of several 
directions, but doesn’t see how Heidegger, with his conception of the 
Absolute, can come to knowledge of a Personal God. On the positive side, 
though, Fabro mentions Heidegger has raised interest in the metaphysical 
problem which was long forgotten by modern thought?”®. 

In Dall’essere all’esistente (1957), Fabro dedicates close to one 
hundred pages to the theme of “Ontology and Metaphysics in the latest 
Heidegger”. The text is quite possibly Fabro’s most complete treatise on 
Heidegger’s metaphysics, even if it does not take into consideration 
Heidegger’s Nietszche (1961). In Dall’essere all’esistente, Fabro considers 
Heidegger’s “option” for Hélderlin and Nietzsche; Heidegger’s accusation 
that metaphysics has forgotten esse (Vegessenheit des Seins); Heidegger’s 
four-fold division of being in Jntroduction to Metaphysics (and the 
Introduction to What is Metaphysics?); Heidegger’s surpassing of 
“conceptual metaphysics” in which being becomes “object”; Heidegger’s 
critique of formal being; the problem of God in Heidegger’s thought; and, 
finally, Heidegger’s proposal to overcome (iiberwindung) nihilism and 
“restore” metaphysics. 

Over the decades that followed these first works, Fabro dedicated a 
considerable number of articles to Heidegger’s metaphysics. I offer a partial 
list and brief line about the content when necessary: 1) “Presenza ontica, 
ontologica e metafisica dell’essere” (1958): Confrontation Hegel-Heidegger 
and St. Thomas on being, nothingness and creation”; 2) “Dall’ente di 


aa FABRO, “La filosofia contemporanea’”’, 841. 

°3 See C. FABRO, “Il problema di Dio nel pensiero di Heidegger”, Studi 
filosofici, Analecta Gregoriana, vol. 65, Roma 1954, 17-29. 

™ C. FABRO, “Ontologia e metafisica nell’ultimo Heidgger”, Dall’essere 
all’ esistente, Morcelliana, Brescia 1965”, 335-419. It is divided as follows: 1. 
Existentialism and metaphysics: the ambiguity of the theme; 2. Existentialism: the 
ambiguity of method; 3. The tension of metaphysics and ontology; 4. Ontology of 
art and presence of being; 5. Ontology and metaphysics in the alternative of being; 
6. Thought as “decision” (will) of letting being be; 7. Toward a new foundation of 
metaphysics?; 8. The truth of being and the problem of God; 9. Overcoming 
nihilism and restoration of metaphysics. 

°° C. FABRO, “Presenza ontica, ontologica e metafisica dell’essere”, TPM, 
21-45. 


209 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


Aristotele all’esse di S. Tommaso (II)”, (1959): Heidegger on Aristotle’s 
notion of esse and investigation of the Greek term “iva”: 3) “Dall’ente, 
dell’essere e del nulla” (1960): Heidegger on the question, “Why is there 
something instead of nothing?””’’; 4) “Per la determinazione dell’essere 
tomistico” (1962): Confrontation Hegel-Heidegger-Aquinas”’®; 5) 
Introduzione all’ateismo moderno (1964): The “want” of God and the 
inescapable God-problem in Heidegger; the forgetfulness of being; the 
“sacral” in Heidegger’; 6) “Notes pour la fondation métaphysique de 
Pétre” (1966): Confrontation Hegel-Heidegger-Aquinas that takes into 
consideration Heidegger’s recent Nietzsche (1961)°*°; 7) “Il ritorno al 
fondamento” (1973): Confrontation between the Heidegger’s ontology and 
St. Thomas’s metaphysics with respect to the mutual attempt at a “reduction 
to fundament’”*!; 8) “Il nuovo problema dell’essere e la fondazione della 
metafisica” (1974): Confrontation St. Thomas-Heidegger on four points: 
respective interpretations of the history of metaphysics, the point of 
departure, the role of Thomistic ens, the real distinction®”; 9) 
“L’interpretazione dell’atto in S. Tommaso e in Heidegger” (1974)°**; 10) 
“Edith Stein, Husserl e Martin Heidegger” (1978)°**; 11) Essere nel mondo 
(1978-1979): Unpublished dispensa on Heidegger’s analytic of Dasein in 
Sein und Zeit; 12) “Domande di Heidegger, risposte del Tomismo” 
(1980)°*° ; 13) “L’emergenza dello esse tomistico sull’atto aristotelico” 
(1990): Heidegger’s critique of the Scholastic distinction essentia-existentia 


see Gr FABRO, “Dall’ente di Aristotele all’esse di S. Tommaso (ID), TPM, 
81-102. 

>” C. FABRO, “Dall’ente, dell’ essere e del nulla”, TPM, 223-241. 

cat © FABRO, “Per la determinazione dell’ essere tomistico”, TPM, 243-270. 

>” C, FABRO, God in Exile, 908-938 and 958-967. 

°8° See C. FABRO, “Notes pour la fondation métaphysique de l’étre”, TPM, 
291-317. 

8! See C. FABRO, “Il problema del fondamento”, Sapienza 26 (1973), 265- 
278. 

°C. FABRO, “Il nuovo problema dell’essere e la fondazione della 
metafisica’, Rivista di Filosofia neo-scolastica 64 (1974), 475-510. 

°83 C, FABRO, “L’interpretazione dell’ atto in S. Tommaso e in Heidegger” in 
Tommaso d’Aquino nel suo VII Centenario, vol. 6, Edizione Domenicane Italiane, 
Napoli 1974, 505-517. 

Baa Ci FABRO, “Edith Stein, Husserl e Martin Heidegger’, Humanitas 4 
(1978), 485-517. 

°® C. FABRO, “Domande di Heidegger, risposte del Tomismo (Attualita della 
Aeterni Patris)’, Studi Cattolici 24 (1980), 3-5. 
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and Thomistic response to the problem of our initial knowledge of ens”*®; 


and 14) Chapter Eight of La prima riforma della dialettica hegeliana (1988- 
2004): “The dissolution-forgetting of the being (essere) of being (ente) 
(Heidegger)”. 

As the works make manifest, Heidegger is undoubtedly a constant 
point of reference in Fabro’s metaphysics. Given the sheer quantity of 
material, a complete summary of Fabro’s interpretation extends beyond the 
limits of this dissertation®’’. As T. di Steffano writes: “Covering the entire 
arch of radical reflection of Prof. Cornelio Fabro on the thought of M. 
Heidegger is an almost impossible task, since the production in this regard is 
of such size and density that it seriously tests any attempt at a synthesis”*®, 
With this in mind, I seek only to illuminate the some of the keys to Fabro’s 
interpretation, the general thrust of Fabro’s interpretation of Heidegger’s 
Sein. 

Three hermeneutical keys. First, Fabro accepts — with some 
reservations — Heidegger’s critique of Western philosophy as a forgetting of 
being (civat, esse, Sein), especially with regard to Scholastic formalism and 
its distinction between essentia and existentia and to the rationalistic 
reduction of esse to a mere copula in judgment”. For Heidegger, the 
forgetting of being has had the following stages: first, being is presented as 
form-idea, truth decomposes into objectivity as the duality of object-subject 
and into the transformation of idea into causality; secondly, in Aristotle, 
form-idea becomes form-structure, the composite is seen as a resulting 
whole of matter and form, act is transformed into actuality, from which we 
get the duality of actuality and possibility which brings about the other 


°8° C. FABRO, “L’emergenza dello Esse tomistico sull’atto aristotelico: breve 
prologo, l’origine trascendentale del problema”, in M. SANCHEZ SORONDO (a cura 
di), L’atto aristotelico e le sue ermeneutiche. Atti del colloquio internazionale su 
l’atto aristotelico e le sue ermeneutiche, Herder, Roma 1990, 149-177. 

°87 A complete summary of Fabro’s interpretation would have to be based on 
a chronological reading of Fabro’s interpretation which takes into consideration 
both the chronology of Heidegger’s publications and the interpretations of 
Heidegger that possibily influenced Fabro’s reading. 

eT DL STEFFANO, “‘Oblio dell’essere e ritorno al fondamento”’, in Essere e 
liberta, 373. L. Romera agrees: “La amplitud de temas sobre los que versa el 
pensamento de Heidegger es lo suficientemente vasta como para hacer inasequible 
el andlisis global que hace Fabro de la obra de este fildsofo contemporaneo” 
(Pensar el ser, 77). 

°® See C. FABRO, “L’interpretazione dell’ atto in S. Tommaso e Heidegger”, 
514. 
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dualities mentioned and is at the foundation of the distinction between 
essentia and existentia, in which the loss of esse is completed>”’. 
Heidegger’s influence on Fabro was seen earlier in the presentation of 
Fabro’s interpretation of Parmenides, Plato and Aristotle. A Heideggerian 
reading considers the history of metaphysics that follows Parmenides and 
Heraclitus as a progressive forgetfulness of Sein; Aristotle is said to pass 
over the problem of esse and immediately concern himself with the problem 
of ens. Fabro, we should note, substantially modifies Heidegger’s reading to 
include a return to being by St. Thomas. As well, while underscoring the 
precision of Heidegger’s critique of modern thought, showing how its 
subjectivity leads to Nietzsche’s will to power, Fabro seems to distance 
himself from Heidegger’s study of Aristotle somewhat, above all with 
regard to the critique of the concept of truth as adequation in contraposition 
to the truth as manifestation of the presence of the present®'. Fabro also 
holds that the contributions of Plato and of Aristotle are able to be 
considered as important and necessary steps towards the comprehension of 
the being of beings”. Fabro is also highly critical of Heidegger’s opinion of 
Christian philosophy and the concept of creation®”’, 

Second, Fabro accepts Heidegger’s view that the essential task of 
philosophy is a radical, grounding reflection on Sein (esse)”’*. He also 
accepts Heidegger’s view on the immediacy and constitutive priority of 
act”, but does not accept Heidegger’s reduction of the “originary meaning” 
of being to the “presence of the present”. For Heidegger, a recovery of Sein 
entails the recovery of pre-Socratic thought and return to the originary 


°° See C. FABRO, PC, 16-17 and “L’interpretazione dell’ atto in S. Tommaso 
ed Heidegger”, 124ff. 

*°! See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 87. See also C. FABRO, PC, 144-145. 

See C. FABRO, “Dell’ente, dell’essere e del nulla’, TPM, 226-227: 
“{Theoretical discourse] begins with indeterminate being (Parmenides), expands 
into the plexus of transcendental forms (Platonism), distinguishes itself in 
immanent forms (Aristotle) and is brought to fulfillment in the absolute emergence 
of esse as intensive act (St. Thomas) of every form”. 

%°3 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 88. 

4 See C. FABRO, “Il ritorno al fondamento”, 271. 

°° C, FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 418-419: “With good 
reason has Heidegger held responsible for the forgetfulness of being the scholastic 
distinction of essentia et existentia (or esse essentiae and esse existentiae), which 
dominates Hegel’s Wissenschaft der Logik, and he is right in vindicating the 
immediacy and constitutive priority of act. 


212 


CHAPTER ONE: FABRO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE HISTORY OF METAPHYSICS 


notions of mvotc, AOyo¢ and GANPeLa>’°’. Fabro’s acceptance of some of the 
general lines of Heidegger’s proposal is clear: 


We do not have difficulty in accepting, in principle, the Heideggerian instance 
[...] This is explained, it seems to me, in three well-defined main declarations: 
1. The fundamentation of truth as presence of the present which is the demand 
of the “being of beings [essente]” and therefore of the primacy of being for the 
restauration and return [rimessa] of metaphysics: it is that which he calls “the 
return to the fundament of metaphysics” or the “step backward” of which we 
have spoken. 2. Metaphysics or the whole of Western philosophy -— realist, 
idealist, materialist and spiritualist — stopped at the determination of the truth 
of beings [essente], forgetting being. 3. Therefore, the task of the “return” or 
“step backward” is in finally clarifying being [essere] in order to found ens””. 


Third, L. Romera points out that, for Fabro, Heidegger’s Sein has a 
two-fold insufficiency. On the one hand, Heidegger’s consideration of being 
never leaves the phenomenological sphere. The presence that Heidegger 
appeals to is defined by Fabro as “onto-phenomenological”: 
“phenomenological because it stops a the appearing of being to man, ontic 
because a theory of appearing is insufficient to found the truth of being on 
an ontological plane” °°8” On the other hand, Heidegger remains in an 
immanentistic framework: in his reflections of the identity between being 
and thought, the question about the meaning of being, and the relationship 
between illumination and world, Heidegger stops at esse ut verum and does 
not continue on to “real being”. In this context, Romera quotes Fabro on the 
connection between the project of existentialism and Kant’s Critique of 
Pure Reason. Fabro writes: 


Existentialism’s program is essentially that of The Critique of Pure Reason: 
restoring consistency to the doctrine of being by means of the foundation of an 
experience of being itself; the method is also similar, this is the resolution of 
ens or the immediate objectivity into the transcendental structure of the subject 
which makes the appearance of the existent (essente) in being possible; the 
result is also similar, namely, the recognition of the “finiteness” of the being of 
existents as a whole and of and the constitution of truth as “freedom” [...]. All 


6 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 77-84. 

*°7 C_ FABRO, “Dall’ente di Aristotele... (ID), TPM, 85-86. 

°°8 1. ROMERA, “Verso un pensiero dell’essere: dialogo tra Heidegger e 
Fabro”, Acta Philosophica 1 (1992), 109. 
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this is profoundly Kantian and is continually insisted on in recent 
599 


philosophy””. 

Heidegger’s Sein is also insufficient insofar as it is consonant with Hegel’s 
Sein, yet lacks a reference to the Absolute: “The being of Heidegger as 
‘presence of the present’ (Anwesenheit des Anwesenden) corresponds to the 
Hegelian Sein of the ‘first immediacy’; it is the reines sein that stands in 
itself (that is, as simple and univocal consciousness), without the dialectic 
because it has been received as simple presence of consciousness, as pure 
cogito, and is therefore stripped radically of every reference to the Absolute 
that Hegel the theologian had (mistakenly) injected as ‘content’ into his own 
Sein” 

Heidegger’s Sein. Fabro’s article “The Problem of Being and the 
Destiny of Man” (1961) offers us three synthetic reflections on Heidegger’s 
Sein. In the first reflection, Fabro deals with Heidegger’s unwarranted 
reduction of being to “presence to man”: Fabro writes: “The presence of 
being is revealed in the form of an illumination (Lichtung). [...] Being is this 
presence as illumination (Die Lichtung selber ist das Sein), but the truth of 
being, as illumination itself, remains veiled in metaphysics”. This, Fabro 
concludes, can be considered from two angles: “From the point of view of 
the subject, Being is the primordial awareness of the presence of all that is 
present to the human knower. From the point of view of the object, being is 
the gathering together (A€yetv) of the truth of being in the act of 
illumination”. As well, “insofar as being involves a certain openness 
(Offenheit) and aptness to manifest itself to man (Offenbarkeit)’, it belongs 
to the essence of man. As Heidegger writes: “Presence (Being) as such is 
always and in some way presence to the essence of man, insofar as presence 
is a summons which in some way makes an appeal to the essence of 
man’, 

Fabro’s second reflection deals with the immanence of Heidegger’s 
being and the absence of God. “The theme of the presence of God is closely 
associated in Heidegger with the problem of the presence of Being, even 


°° C_FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 338. 

°° C. FABRO, “The Transcendentality of Ens-Esse...”, 418-419. 

°°! C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 137-138. 

602M. HEIDEGGER, Zur Seinsfrage, p. 28: “Anwesen (“Sein”) ist als 
Anwesen je und je Anwesen zum Menschenwesen, insofern Anwesen Geheiss ist, 
das jeweils das Menschenwesen ruft’. 
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though Being is not God, and precisely because it is not”°’. This is seen in 
the circular relationship between Being (Sein) and the existent (seiendes). 
Heidegger writes: “It belongs to the truth of Being that Being never reveals 
itself without an existent, nor an existent without Being’, Fabro interprets 
this to mean that everything can become present in Being, in the 
illumination of Being. It is a Being that: “cannot be transcended and is given 
equally for all existents, from the grain of sand all the way up to God”. 
Fabro concludes: 


Thus the Being of Heidegger possesses no dimensions, perfections or qualities 
proper to itself: it is ontically empty. Consequently for him the biblical saying 
in which God calls himself, “I am Who am” (Exod. 3:14), is a nonsense 
statement, since it is equivalent to denying all reality of God. And so 
Heidegger, by a different path, but with equal inevitability, has returned to the 
fundamental principle of Aristotelian semantics, namely, that “Being is not’, 
since it is only existents which actually exist and it is the work of thought 


(Adyoc) to gather them together (A€yetv) into the unity of Being™”. 


Both reflections on Being — as presence and as immanent — prepare 
the third reflection on Heidegger’s enigmatic texts on the relationship 
between being and nothingness. For Heidegger, the immanence of Being is 
founded on the primordial reciprocity between being and nothingness. This 
is seen in Heidegger’s Vom Wesen des Grundes (1931) which deals with the 
“ontological difference” between Being and existents. Fabro comments that: 
“the ontological difference is the nothingness between the existent and 
Being”. In a later work, Heidegger’s postscript to Was ist Metaphysik? 
(1946), nothingness appears as the foundation of transcendence. Thanks to 
nothingness, “we can achieve the pure experience of Being in which 
individual beings are both given and transcended’, In his Letter on 
Humanism, Heidegger writes: “nihilation reveals itself within Being itself 


°3 C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM 142. 

64 M. HEIDEGGER, Was ist Metaphysik?, Nachwort: “Zur Wahrheit des 
Seins gehGrt, dass das Sein nie west ohne das Seiende, dass niemals ein Seiendes 
ist ohne das Sein’. In a soon-to-be-published article, “Il confronto con Heidegger 
nel tomismo contemporaneo”, A. Contat concludes that in Heidegger, the 
differentiation of Sein in Seiende is circular and dialettic, with each pole affirming 
itself by means of the negation of the other; while in St. Thomas, the participation 
of ens in actus essendi is constituted by a non-reciprocal relationship of actuation. 

°° C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 143. 

°° C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, TPM, 144. 
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and not at all within the existence (Dasein) of man. The nihilating principle 
within Being is the essence of what I call nothingness. Consequently, after 
thinking Being, thought thinks nothingness”®’’. Fabro concludes that “Being 
for Heidegger is no longer the mere verbal extrapolation of the copula of the 
judgment (as for Kant), or the highest formal note of all genera and species 
(as for rationalism), but the real in its very presence, which finds its limits 
only in nothingness. Accordingly, anything whatsoever that is not simply 
nothing, is, and hence nothingness ‘belongs for us to Being’. 

To understand Fabro’s interpretation of Heideggerian Sein, it is also 
helpful to consider the confrontation he undertakes between Heidegger’s 
Sein and St. Thomas’s esse in the conclusion to Chapter Seven, “Ontology 
and metaphysics in the later Heidegger’, of his work Dall’essere 
all’esistente (pg. 408-413). Fabro first shows that the principle source of 
Heidegger’s knowledge of medieval thought is Duns Scotus. In this way, 
Duns Scotus’s rejection of St. Thomas’s real distinction opened the way for 
Heidegger to state that the entire history of metaphysics has forgotten the 
esse of ens. Fabro points out that the Scholastic terminology of esse 
essentiae and esse existentiae — which Heidegger rightfully critiques — is 
from Henry of Ghent and not from St. Thomas. The Scholastic notion of 
ens, “is resolved into essence in act and is sustained by divine causality. Ens 
as reality (ut nomen) is called... habens essentiam, while ens as actuality (ut 
participium) is said to mean... idem quod existens””. If divine causality is 
taken away, the existent, in its appearing, arises from the nothingness of its 
temporal finiteness: “And that is what the phenomenologist Heidegger has 
done with modern thought” ae 


6°7 «Das Nichtende im Sein ist das Wesen dessen, was ich das Nichts nenne. 
Darum, weil es das Sein denkt, denkt das Denken das Nichts”’. 

8 C. FABRO, “The Problem of Being...”, in TPM, 147. In La prima riforma 
della dialettica hegeliana, 151-152, Fabro cautions that since Being (essere) is 
revealed in being (essente) by means of Nichts, Heidegger’s Nichts (nulla) should 
not be understood as a pure nothing (puro niente). He writes: “E infatti mediante il 
Nulla che si rivela l’Essere nell’essente come cid che si distingue dall’essente. 
L’essere non si lascia percid pensare e collocare, sul piano oggettivo, equivalente 
all’essente. Questo assolutamente Altro da ogni essente é il non-essente. Ma questo 
Nulla ‘si mostra’ (west) come Essere. Non dobbiamo percio con troppa fretta 
equiparare il Nulla al puro niente ed al privo di essenza: invece nel Nulla c’é 
l’ampiezza per sperimentare cid che da garanzia ad ogni essente, |’ Essere stesso”. 

OL, ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 89. 

ae @h FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 408-409. 
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Another similarity-difference between St. Thomas and Heidegger is 
found in the approach to “actuality”. Both reject the formalistic temptation, 
but in different ways. “In the Thomistic conception, and in this alone, esse — 
both infinite and finite — is always act and only act: the Infinite is esse by 
essence, the finite is and has esse by participation’®''. Regarding 
Heidegger’s approach, Fabro remarks: 


With regard to the Aristotelian concept of évepyeta, both Heidegger and St. 
Thomas resist the formalistic temptation, but in opposed directions. For 
Heidegger, the only meaning of being in its original position of Evepyeve is that 
of “presence”, of the “being present” of something to consciousness, and 
Dasein or the man’s reality in act is the finding oneself in this presence at the 
mercy of being. Therefore, the existentia of traditional metaphysics, which was 
contingent and extrinsic, becomes Dasein, which is interior and constitutive of 
the being of man and, in the new realty, gathers the demands of both 
ontological realism and the Bewusstsein of modern thought. In this way, for 
Heidegger, only of man can it be said that he “ex-ists”, insofar as he is a 
consciousness that insists in a finite being: minerals, plants and animals are, 


they do not exist, also angels are, they do not exist, God is, he does not exist””, 


In the end, Fabro judges that Heidegger arrests his “discourse on 
foundation” after an ontic and ontological study and apparently goes no 
further: “Having thus exhausted the ontic and ontological discourse of 
foundation, the metaphysical discourse of the act of being should begin: but 
Heidegger stops here and gives no indication of wanting to go further. He 
stops, then, at being in the sense of ‘presence’, namely as ‘being-in-act’ and 
does not yet know the ‘being-act’ which is esse in the sense of St. Thomas’s 
actus essend’’®'*, What is more, Heidegger’s “presence of the present’ is 
the being-in-act of consciousness. So when Heidegger critiques formalism 
and the principle of consciousness, his own conception of the reality of 
presence “is nothing more than the actualistic version of the identity of esse 
essentiae and esse existentiae affirmed by anti-Thomistic Scholasticism 
(especially Scotistic)’>"*. 

I end this summary on Fabro’s interpretation of Heidegger’s Sein by 
calling attention to a text in which Fabro also discerns a convergence- 
divergence between Heidegger’s Sein and St. Thomas’s Esse. Fabro writes 


saa Oe FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 410. 

sat O FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 409-410. 

ale GC, FABRO, “La determinazione dell’essere tomistico’”, TPM, 259. 
a a FABRO, “La determinazione dell’essere tomistico’”, TPM, 259. 
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that both thinkers see being as act, yet Heidegger’s being is subject to the 
flux of time, while St. Thomas’s being expresses the fullness of act: “Being 
for Heidegger, as for St. Thomas, is neither phenomenon nor noumenon, 
neither substance nor accident, it is simply act: but while Heidegger’s being 
is given in the flux of time by the consciousness of man, Thomistic being 
expresses the fullness of the act which possesses itself essentially (God) or 
which rests at the heart of every being, as the primordial participated energy 


which sustains it outside of nothingness’””*"”. 


ok ok ok 


In conclusion, Fabro holds that Heidegger is a “prisoner of an 
unauthentic conception of being which has its poles in the scholastic plexus 
of esssentia-existentia and in the Einstellung or phenomenological 
framework (impostazione) of being as pure appearance, as presence of the 
present’®'®. Secondly, “One understands then how for Heidegger Sein (or 
Anwesen) 1s radically finite. For St. Thomas, the existent is radically finite, 
but esse as emergent act (or esse per essentiam) is absolutely infinite and 
only with respect to pure esse does one comprehend the finiteness of the 
creature as participant in esse”. Thus, Heidegger’s Sein is only presence and 
is not founded on God, Ipsum Esse Subsistens: for Heidegger the foundation 
is the “nothingness” that makes the being of presence as presence of the 


617 
world emerge’. 


5. Conclusion 


The goal of this synthetic overview of Fabro’s interpretation of the 
history of metaphysics has been to provide the reader with an important tool 
and key to understanding Fabro’s texts on the method and structure of 
metaphysical reflection. As I noted earlier, a critical assessment of Fabro’s 
interpretation of each philosopher extends beyond the limits set for this 
dissertation. Some brief remarks, however, about Fabro’s interpretation will 
be helpful before approaching the problems that a theory on the method and 
structure of metaphysical reflection should address in light of this history. 


*'° C, FABRO, PC, 43. 

ol6 G. FABRO, “Intorno al fondamento dell’essere’, 234. 

67 See C. FABRO, “Dell’ente, dell’essere, del nulla’, 241; “Il posto di 
Giovanni ...”, 57: “Heidegger himself, repeating Leibniz’s unsettling question, has 
opted for nothingness. ‘Nothingness is its founding reference’ as the depth or being 
of the foundation”. 
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5.1 Assessment of Fabro’s interpretation 


Several positive points about Fabro’s interpretation of the history of 
metaphysics should be mentioned. First of all, we are dealing with an 
ambitious attempt at a speculative reading of the history of metaphysics — a 
reading which goes beyond the limits inherent to a merely historical-critical 
reading. Fabro’s speculative reading implies passing judgment on the 
various proposals made by “essential philosophers” as well as confronting 
the various proposals in an untiring search for truth. This confrontation 
takes place primarily at the level of principles. Fabro’s achievements are 
most notable in his characterization of the Thomistic “emergent synthesis”, 
confrontation between Scholasticism and Kant’s thought and _ the 
confrontation between Hegel, Heidegger and St. Thomas. 

Secondly, we see that Fabro’s interpretation covers the entire arch of 
the history of metaphysics and seeks to grasp the respective “demands” put 
forth by the various thinkers. In this regard, Romera offers the following 
paragraph on the framework that emerges from Fabro’s reading: 


In this way the framework of the historical-speculative reference is outlined, 
within which the Fabrian reflection on Thomas Aquinas’s thought will move. 
The Parmenidean demand of a thought that necessarily affirms being insofar as 
it is constituted in thought; of a truth that is achieved with the emergence of 
being as such. The Platonic demand of a discursive thought and of the notion 
of participation, avoiding the formalism of reducing being to eidetic content. 
The Aristotelian demand of the logical-ontological distinction (being according 
to logos, real being), the relation thought-sensibility and the need to recover a 
semantic value of being as such, surpassing substance (ens) in which the 
Stagarite keeps himself. The Hegelian demand of a thought that begins, 
develops and finishes with being, a final being that is a noetical result but 
ontological primum, supreme perfection, thanks to a process whose advance is 
intensive. The Heideggerian demand of overcoming the consideration of being 


? , 7 - » 618 
as existence, saving it from oblivion” ’’. 


Such demands — the relationship between being-thought, the notion of 
participation, the logical-ontological distinction, the relationship between 
thought and the senses, the presence of being in the beginning, development 
and end of theoretical thought — are all dealt with directly or indirectly in 
Fabro’s interpretation. 


a ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 93. 
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Thirdly, some authors argue that aspects of Fabro’s reading are 
superior to those of other well-known Thomists, such as E. Gilson. For 
example, W. Hankey recently argued that Fabro expounds the Dionysian 
character of Thomism and confronts Heidegger’s thought with far greater 
clarity than Gilson®”. Hankey writes that unlike Gilson’s Thomism, which 
reads the history of metaphysics in terms of existentialist vs. essentialist, 
Fabro’s Thomism “has not been rendered untenable by the historians’ 
discovery that Thomas’ ontology does not stand against the so-called 
‘essentialism’ of earlier pagan, Islamic and Christian Neoplatonists, but 
rather is anticipated by their developments and is dependent on them”®”. 
Hankey concludes: 


Decisively for the future of Fabro’s position, given that the most recent 
developments in the discovery of a neoplatonic Thomas have been made by 
those whose relation to the history of philosophy is primarily determined by 
Heidegger, negation, even the negative theology of the Pseudo-Dionysius, 
stands, for Fabro, within ontology, not against it. Having followed the various 
criticisms of Gilsonian Thomism in English - speaking North America, it is not 
difficult to see why Fabro’s position provided a way of exit, even if it is only 
transitional and temporary. Many do not now find Fabro radical enough: 
metaphysics remains. But this is among the questions for the future. It is 


indubitable that, in this situation, Gilson’s Thomism belongs to the past’. 


Other authors, such as M. Ivaldo, praise Fabro’s interpretation of modern 
thought. Ivado writes: “Fabro founds his interpretation of modern thought, 
and in particular of ‘idealism’, not on a generic knowledge, but on a direct, 
internal, highly competent, historical-systematic study of the texts and 
contexts, which one does not always find in other interpreters”. 

As for possible negative points in Fabro’s interpretation, I noted 
earlier the marked contrast between the benignity that Fabro extends to 
Parmenides and the continual critique launched against Plato and Aristotle 
regarding their “formalistic turn” and “forgetfulness of civa.”. The 
interpretation which absorbs Aristotelian act and being into form does not 


°° See W. HANKEY, “From Metaphysics to History, from Exodus to 
Neoplatonism, from Scholasticism to Pluralism: the Fate of Gilsonian Thomism in 
English-speaking North America’, Dionysius 16 (1998), 157-188. 

°° W. HANKEY, “From Metaphysics to History...”, 186. 

°°! W. HANKEY, “From Metaphysics to History...”, 187. 

°°? M. IVALDO, “Cornelio Fabro lettore di Fichte”, Acta Philosophica 16 
(2007), 213-236. 
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seem justified’. A more positive evaluation and appraisal of the 


contributions of Plato and Aristotle seems warranted. 

Secondly, in Fabro’s study of the sources of Aquinas’ thought, scant 
attention is paid to some of the more immediate influences at work: for 
example, William of Auvergne’s interpretation of Avicenna and St. Albert 
the Great’s interpretation of Dionysius. Fabro’s thesis on the “originality” of 
St. Thomas can be improved upon with studies which consider the novelty 
of St. Thomas’s reading in light of such influences. Similarly, with the 
exception of a few articles, Scholastic authors are only sparsely commented 
on by Fabro over the years. 

Thirdly, by concentrating primarily on being and _ participation, 
Fabro’s interpretation of the history of metaphysics leaves aside other 
important themes that ultimately come to bear on metaphysics. Two themes 
come to mind: the roles of exemplary causality and final causality in 
creation; the relationship between essence as principle of the limitation of 


°°3 See A. CONTAT, “Le figure della differenza ontologica...”, 248: “Il luogo 
privilegiato di questa apertura della ‘taleita’ all’atto di essere non puo che essere, in 
Aristotele, il to tl fw etvar lungamente investigato nel libro Z della Metafisica. 
Etienne Gilson e Cornelio Fabro I’hanno interpretato come la quiddita considerata 
in sé stessa, al quale pensano che si riduce fondamentalmente 1’ovoiw aristotelica; 
Marie-Dominique Philippe vi ha visto addirittura un principio di intelligibilita che 
sta ancora al di qua della sostanza, principio di essere; e comunemente, gli studiosi 
dello Stagirita identificano sostanza, quiddita e forma (cié0c), considerando |’ atto 
(Evépyeta) come un criterio di sostanzialita che si realizza per antonomasia nella 
forma-quiddita. San Tommaso si rivela, in fondo, pit sottile: ‘nomen essentie a 
philosophis in nomen quiditatis mutatur; et hoc est etiam quod Philosophus 
frequenter nominat quod quid erat esse, id est hoc per quod aliquid habet esse quid’ 
[De ente et essentia, cap. 1]. Per l’Aquinate, la quiddita é, sin dagli anni di 
gioventt, cid per cui l’ente ha un essere definibile in tal modo (esse quid). In altre 
parole, la quiddita é la ‘determinazione’ dell’essere, cid che lo racchiude entro un 
limite definito. Per saperlo, si deve solo prestare attenzione allo esse nella formula 
quod quid erat esse, che segue ad litteram il greco 10 tt jw civat. Pur essendo fino 
ad un certo punto nascosto dal ti, lo ctvat é presente alla quiddita come la luce 
nella visione del colore. Vi é pertanto un riferimento necessario della quiddita 
all’essere, che lo Stagirita lasciO certamente inesplorato, ma quale testo o quale 
argomento puo provare che |’ abbia interamente assorbito nell’essenza, alla maniera 
di Averroé 0 di Suarez? Percio, prima di postulare una soluzione di continuita fra la 
filosofia prima di Aristotele e la metafisica di san Tommaso, ci sembra che si 
dovrebbe rivalutare questa apertura positiva della quiddita verso I’ essere”. 
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esse and substance as that which “has” the act of being and participates in 
esse. 

Lastly, I would argue that there are intrinsic limits to a Heideggerian- 
based reading of the history of metaphysics. It has been noted that 
Heidegger’s history is over-simplistic®™ and unable to account for either the 
developments proper to either Neo-platonic®” or Patristic thought or the 


4 B. MONDIN, Storia della metafisica, vol. 3, Edizioni Studio Domenicano, 
Bologna 1998, 615: “[L]a storia della metafisica fatta da Heidegger risulta troppo 
schematica e sommaria, e viene ridotta praticamente a due sole tappe: quella di 
Platone e Aristotele (dove dall’essere si passi agli essenti) e quella di Suarez e 
Wolff (dove l’essere viene ridotto al pit. generico di tutti 1 concetti). Cosi tutta la 
grande metafisica araba e cristiana del Medioevo viene completamente ignorata”’. 

°° See W. HANKEY, “Why Heidegger’s ‘History’ of Metaphysics is Dead”, 
American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 78 (2004), 429-430: “Narbonne shows 
beyond doubt that Heidegger misinterpreted Neoplatonism. With violent hands he 
forced it within a history of the confusion of Being with beings, a forgetting of the 
difference which, for him, was given a definitive and fatal form by Plato. By 
Heidegger’s account, in Plato, Being is given in true or universal being, in the idea 
or form, in what is present for thought and can really be known. The universal 
exists separately from particulars, which are in the realm of becoming; these 
particulars both are and are not. In these two kinds of beings, universal and 
particular, and in their relations, Being is exhausted. Transcendence, even the 
transcendence of the Good beyond thought and being, is no more than the 
transcendence of universal true being in respect to the particular. Whether or not 
this is an adequate interpretation of Plato, it is without doubt a misrepresentation of 
Plotinus and his successors, for whom the transcendence of the One in respect to 
Nous is of an altogether different kind than the transcendence of the universal, the 
truly knowable object of thought, in respect to the sensible particular”. [bid., 435: 
“Largely, but not exclusively, the most effective criticism of Heidegger’s ‘history’ 
of metaphysics is that it leaves out Neoplatonism. Significantly, the Being of 
Heidegger, of everything else in the history of philosophy, most resembles the 
Neoplatonic One or Good”. Ibid., 438: “While Heidegger represents Plato's 
teaching in a way which the Neoplatonists would oppose, he shares with 
Neoplatonists an insensitivity to the character of Plato’s writing, turning the 
dialogues into doctrinal treatises. In general, there is a very remarkable opposition 
between the importance which Plato has for Heidegger’s history and his lack of 
attention both to the content and to the method of Plato’s teaching. Francisco 
Gonzalez demonstrates that Heidegger never rectified his initial interpretations in 
which a phenomenological stance assumed the superiority of Aristotelian theory 
that had access to the things themselves. In this perspective, Heidegger denigrated 
the dialectic of the dialogues as ‘philosophical embarrassment’, and set up an 
opposition between theoria and dialectic that makes the dialogues unintelligible”. 
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heights reached by St. Thomas in his “emergent synthesis”. Fabro himself is 
aware of the over-simplication inherent in Heidegger’s approach, yet does 
not seem to question whether the advantages in accepting the basic 
framework of the Heideggerian reading are substantially undermined by the 
many modifications that need to be made to it. Such modifications include 
the addition of the metaphysical contributions of Plato and Aristotle; Neo- 
Platonic thought on esse; the metaphysical contributions of Islamic and 
Christian authors (St. Augustine, Boethius, Avicenna...); the superiority and 
originality of the Thomistic “emergent synthesis”, and so forth. While one 
cannot be indifferent to Heidegger and quietly pass over his influence on 
metaphysical thought in the twentieth century, I would urge much more 
caution in appropriating his reading of the history of metaphysics. In the 
end, though, Heidegger’s thought on the history of metaphysics is seen by 
Fabro primarily as a stimulus for metaphysical reflection and as a 
priveledged way of entering into dialogue with contemporary philosophy 
and metaphysics. 


5.2 The problem of metaphysical reflection 


The general overview of Fabro’s interpretation of the history of 
metaphysics has brought to light several points that prepare the reflections 
of the subsequent chapters on the method and structure of metaphysical 
reflection. A proposal regarding the proper method of metaphysics, its 
dynamic, structure and principles or how we come to know and understand 
esse ut actus in Thomistic metaphysics should be able to respond to and 
integrate the following elements that our historical overview has uncovered. 

As well, in each problem, one can contrast Fabro’s proposal with that 
of Scholastic or Neo-Scholastic formalism*”’. 


°° For Fabro’s characterization of his rupture with Scholasticism, see the 
synthesis of his thought in Appunti di un itinerario. EDIVI, Rome 2011, 91 and 
187: “Rupture with the formal thought of the Greek-Scholastic tradition that 
interpreted being according to the various categories into two modes of possible- 
real, of essence-existence... and openness to Thomistic ‘ens’ which is the real, 
composite synolon of real essence and esse-actus essendi (synolon of potency and 
of act in linea entis)”; “Rupture with the tradition of formalistic Scholasticism of 
empty and abstract concepts, that conceives the esse of ens as empirical fact of 
existence and identity with essence, reducing the hiatus between God and the 
creature, the contingent ‘fact’ of creation and all creatures, to the condition of 
contingency and thus lacking the metaphysical foundation of the absolute 
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1) The problem of the beginning of knowledge and our knowledge of 
esse (cf. Avicenna, Kant, Hegel): the solution to this problem should deal 
with the problem of ens as first concept and how esse is known. In light of 
this one should address the relationship between ens — as first concept and 
ultimate resolution of the intellect — and esse — as fundament of ens and as 
implicit in the primum cognitum. The problem of the apprehension of esse 
should subsequently be framed within the context of method (cf. St. 
Thomas): the method of metaphysics should be adequate to the subiectum of 
metaphysics, its goal (knowledge of the Ultimate Cause of ens qua ens) and 
to the rational-intellectual nature of the one who embarks on metaphysics. 

The Scholastic solution holds that the first concept of ens is grasped 
by abstraction due to the essence and that esse is grasped in judgment. Fabro 
proposes that ens is apprehended as a synthetic plexus of content and act. 
Judgment concerns esse in actu and not esse ut actus. 

2) The problem of act and the relationship between form and esse, 
substance and esse, essence and esse (see Plato, Aristotle, Boethius, and 
Avicenna): the solution to the problem should show how one passes from a 
knowledge of form to a knowledge of esse. Concretely, the problem 
concerns how the analogical notion of act is elevated from one order (that of 
operation) and applied in another (essential or entitative order). 

The Scholastic solution tends to see ens as a composite of two acts or 
perfections: essence is the formal act of ens and the source of its formal 
perfection; esse is the existential act of ens and that which places the 
essence outside of its cause and nothingness. Fabro, in contrast, sees ens as 
a transcendental plexus or composite of esse and essence. Actus essendi 1s 
the source of all the perfection of a substance; the essence limits, specifies, 
measures and determines the act of being. 

3) The problem of the relationship between degrees of perfection and 
esse (cf. Plato, Proclus, De Causis, Dionysius): In what sense does being 
have primacy over the good? What is the relationship between good 
(bonum) and being (ens-esse) and the relationship between being and other 
perfections? How does a formal consideration of a perfection differ from a 
real consideration? The solution should show how esse emerges and has 
priority over all other perfections and formalities. 

The Scholastic solution (John of St. Thomas, for example) allows 
intelligere to emerge over existentia. Fabro contests this reasoning and 


participated freedom — independence in action and of immortality — (participated 
perennity of being” (p. 228). 
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emphasizes that something has life or intelligence to the degree that it has 
being and insofar as it has being. 

4) The problem of the distinction between esse ut actus and existentia, 
subsistentia, esse as copula, and formal esse (cf. Avicenna, Scholasticism, 
Kant, Heidegger): the solution to the problem should avoid falling into the 
pitfalls of reducing esse to existentia, an accident or its logical function in a 
judgment. The solution should also solve the problem of subsistence as the 
mode of being proper to a substance and that of accidental esse. 

The Scholastic solution, due in part to the reduction of esse to 
existential, sometimes views subsistence as a third principle added to the 
essence or the composite of essence and esse. Accidents and other 
formalities are often seen as possessing their own act of being. Fabro sees 
subsistence as the being-in-act of substance and not as a third principle of 
ens. Accidental esse is inesse, and refers to the being-in-act of the accident. 

5) The problem of the relationship between created being and God, 
and between being and nothingness (see Parmenides, Hegel, Heidegger): the 
solution should be capable of affronting the immanence and transcendence 
of esse, creatio ex nihilo, and the question “Why is there something rather 
than nothing?”. 

For the Scholastics, creation is seen as a placing in existence of an 
essence. Existence is reduced to adding a relationship of dependence on God 
to the essence. This necessitates the distinction of two lines of participation: 
one for the essence according to similitude, and one for existentia according 
to composition. Fabro, on the other hand, interprets the doctrine of creation 
in terms of one line of transcendental participation. As well, Fabro’s notion 
of participation allows for a triadic view of creation according to efficient, 
exemplary and final causality. 

Fabro’s comprehensive solution to these and other problems is one of 
his main contributions to the philosophy of being and metaphysics of 
participation. It is a contribution that is a fruit of his penetration into the 
history of the problem of esse and subsequent development of St. Thomas’s 
indications on our apprehension of esse in metaphysics. 
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Fabro’s metaphysical works from 1931 to 1942 deal principally with 
three themes: the foundation of the principle of causality; the centrality of 
actus essendi and participation in Aquinas’s metaphysics; and the defense of 
the real distinction between essence and esse in creatures. During this period 
he refers to the method of metaphysical reflection in a variety of ways, using 
terms such as “intensive abstraction”, “synopsis”, “dialectical ascension”, 
“dialectic of participation” and “formal resolution”. He argues that 
metaphysics has a foundational task, that the intensive notion of esse is 
obtained by a type of intensive metaphysical abstraction and that the 
foremost demonstration of the real distinction is based on the notion of 
participation. 

As one would expect, these first works are strongly influenced by 
early twentieth-century Neo-scholasticism, both with regard to the 
terminology used and the way certain problems are presented. For example, 
in Fabro’s NMP there are remnants of Cajetan’s three degrees of abstraction 
and the Scholastic duplication of esse in esse essentiae and esse existentiae. 
At times, Fabro uses the term “existentia” to refer to actus essendi. After 
this foundational period, Fabro effectively distances himself from some 
elements of this Neo-scholastic influence and develops what he calls 
“Tomismo essenziale” (“Essential Thomism’’). 

This chapter is divided into four sections: Section One considers 
Fabro’s first works on the foundation of the principle of causality (1931- 
1936); Section Two explains the nature and stages of metaphysical 
reflection in Fabro’s NMP (1937-1939); Section Three looks at Fabro’s 
defense of the real distinction in Neotomismo e Suarezismo (1941); and 
Section Four touches on the relationship between phenomenological 
reflection and metaphysical reflection in Percezione e pensiero (1942). 


1. Participation and the principle of causality (1931-1936) 


Fabro’s first philosophical work, his 1931 philosophy dissertation, The 
Objective Necessity of the Principle of Causality Explained and Defended 
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according to Scholastic Philosophy against the Arguments of Hume’, 
attempts two foundations of the principle of causality”. He calls the first a 
“critical-metaphysical foundation” and presents it as a reduction ad 
absurdum of the principle of causality to either the principle of identity or 
the principle of non-contradiction®. The second is called a “cosmological- 
metaphysical foundation” and, by means of analysis, ultimately bases the 
principle of causality on the real distinction between act and potency in 
created ens. This analysis deals with the real composition of essence and 
existence’ in contingent and finite beings and, in turn, postulates the 
necessary objectivity of the principle of causality. 

Fabro would later write that the formulas of the principle of causality 
proper to the critical-metaphysical foundation did not convince him entirely, 
even though they were defended by R. Garrigou-Lagrange, one of the most 
prominent Thomists at the time. In a letter to his secretary, Sister Rosa 
Goglia (dated September 19, 1979), Fabro refers to his 1934 paper on the 
principle of causality and how he discovered the foundation of the principle 
of causality in relation to the notion of participation: 


[T]he Catholic philosophical atmosphere back then, under the influence of 
the critique of Hume and Kant, discussed the analytic-synthetic nature of the 
principle [of causality], some holding the first solution and some holding the 


' C. FABRO, Principii causalitatis necessitas objectiva ostenditur et 


defenditur secundum philosophiam scholasticam ab impugnationibus Humii (Rome 
1931). The work is slated for publication in Volume One of Fabro’s Opere 
Complete. E. Fontana deals with this early work in his volume: Metafisica della 
partecipazione. Genesi e significato della scoperta fabriana, Quaderni Fabriani 3, 
EDIVI, Segni 2011, 9-28. 

> “Primo: Reducendo principium causalitatis ad principia identitatis et 
contradictionis. Secundo: Analizzando ope illorum principiorum naturam intimam 
motus entium finitorum et eorum contingentiam” (p. 26). 

> “Reductio prin. causalitatis ad absurdum duplex mihi possibilis videtur sec. 
diversam ejus formulam et diversum respectum sub quo consideratur. Si enunciatur 
et consideratur ut pars prin. rationis sufficientis quatenus prin. rat. suff. extrinsecae, 
cum illud directe in principio identitatis connectatur, et principium causalitatis ita 
proponitum reducitur ad impossibile per reductionem ad principium identitatis. Si 
vero simpliciter consideretur in ejus formula negativa: nihil incipit esse sine causa 
immediate connectitur cum principio contradictionis” (p. 32). 

* In this early work, Fabro does not yet make a clear distinction between 
“existentia’, esse in actu and actus essendi. For a more detailed exposition of this 
section of Fabro’s work, see E. FONTANA, Metafisica della partecipazione..., 19- 
24. 
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second. Traditionally, the defense of “mediated” analyticity dominated, in 
the sense that the principle of causality was led to (founded on) the “first 
principle” (contradiction) by means of the principle of sufficient reason. It 
was the rationalistic variation of Thomism introduced by Fr. S. Roselli in his 
Summa Philosophica which was used as the model for Fr. Zigliara’s Summa: 
a convinced and influential defender of this solution was Fr. R. Garrigou- 
Lagrange at the Angelicum. In spite of the numerous conversations I had 
with him about the argument, I was not convinced, and ended — having not 
found an authentic solution that was satisfactory on the critical level of the 
Subject necessarily pertaining to the Predicate in the principle, or on the 
speculative level of the ultimate foundation of the “novelty” of the real — by 
resigning myself to accept the then-current solution, namely that of 
“mediated resolution”. 

Towards the beginning of February 1934 I was ready to type out the text, 
but something held me back: I was not satisfied with the work and continued 
to ponder. One night I awoke suddenly and the thought flashed through my 
mind: the ultimate formula of the principle of causality should express the 
foundation of the first form of causality; namely, it should contain the 
evidence of the first dependence of the creature on the Creator. Immediately 
I hurried to read Summa Theologiae, I, q. 44, a. 1, where the formula of 
participation jumped out at me, a formula which was confirmed in parallel 
texts with increasing clarity and depth’. 


Fabro’s insight into the role of participation led him to turn his 
attention from the logical foundation of the principle to its metaphysical 
foundation and to shift the locus of the metaphysical foundation from the 
composition of act and potency to the notion of participation. This solution, 
presented in 1934°, was awarded first place in the concursus of the Roman 
Academy of Saint Thomas’. Part of Fabro’s work was published as an 


> See R. GOGLIA, La novita metafisica in Cornelio Fabro, 26. 

° See C. FABRO, II principio di causalita: origine psicologica, formulazione 
filosofica, valore necessario e universale. This is currently an inedited work that 
will be published in Volume One of Fabro’s Opere Complete. For the historical 
context of the work, see E. FONTANA, Metafisica della partecipazione..., 29-58. 

’ The threefold problematic concerning the principle of causality is 
summarized in the title of the concursus itself. See A. SANMARCHI, ““Teoresi 
essenziale del “principio di causalita’ nel confronto fra San Tommaso e il 
neotomismo”, Rivista di Filosofia Neo-Scolastica 91 (1999), 511-512: “From a 
theoretical point of view the problematic of the principle of causality can be 
properly sub-divided according to the three questioned synthesized in the title of 
the concursus announced by the Roman Academy of Saint Thomas: the question of 
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article in 1936°, and contains his “critical defense” of the principle of 
causality by means of participated esse. 

Fabro’s article is of interest to us because his “critical defense” of the 
principle of causality is accompanied by a brief exposition of his thought on 
the path of metaphysical reflection: namely, how our knowledge of the 
limitation characteristic of finite being leads to its determination as ens per 
participationem and how one moves from this initial knowledge of ens per 
participationem to Esse per essentiam in order to come to the metaphysical 
understanding of being as being (ens qua ens) and of created esse. Here, in 
essence, we find one of the basic structures of metaphysical reflection that 
Fabro will maintain throughout his entire career: there is a lengthy first 
stage which moves from finite ens to participated esse and a second stage 
which comes to a deeper understanding of the creature and its participative 
structure in reference to God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens. 

In his article, Fabro notes that in a critical justification of the principle 
of causality, the principle needs to be formulated in such a way that the 
necessary connection of the subject and predicate can be seen in the 


the psychological origin of the notion of cause, namely, its origin in the realm of 
“spontaneous thought’ (or human common sense), from which the philosopher 
draws the raw material for its scientific elaborations [rigorizzazioni]; the question 
of the valid formulation of the principio, which should take into account all the 
necessary logical and ontological-metaphysical elements to be proved; the question 
of the gnoseological status of the principle, which depends on the type of 
formulation given and that according to traditional Thomistic terminology can be 
either that of first principle (proposition per se nota), or that of proposition that is 
properly deduced (proposition per aliud nota), while using the Kantian 
terminology can be either that of an analytic proposition or that of a synthetic 
proposition”. Sanmarchi points out that Fabro offers a complete treatise on the 
principle of causality and the role of perception in the psychological origin of the 
principle in Fenomenologia della percezione and Percezione e pensiero. 

°C. FABRO, “La difesa critica del principio di causa”, Rivista di filosofia 
neoscolastica 38 (1936) 101-141, reprinted in L’uomo e il rischio di Dio, Studium, 
Roma 1967, 183-225 and in Esegesi Tomistica (ET), 1-48. I quote from the article 
found in ET. Fabro’s article is a constant reference point for the problem of the 
principle of causality; see: J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition — Principle or 
Conclusion?”’, The Modern Schoolman 32 (1955), 159-171, 257-270, 323-339; R. 
LAVERDIERE, Le Principe de causalité, J. Vrin, Paris 1969, 198-205; M. 
PANGALLO, JI principio di causalita nella metafisica di S. Tommaso. Saggio di 
ontologia tomista alla luce dell’interpretazione di Cornelio Fabro, Libreria 
Editrice Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano 1991; A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del 
“principio di causalita’...”, 509-550. 
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consideration of the terms of the principle alone’. Although all speculative 
principles are reducible to the principle of non-contradiction, this does not 
mean that they are derived from it or that they are deduced from it'’. Instead 
of speaking about a deduction of the principle of causality from the principle 
of non-contradiction, we may speak of a reductio ad absurdum. This shows 
the adversary that his negation of what is affirmed leads logically to the 
negation of other truths to which he firmly adheres. This type of reduction 
finds inspiration in Aquinas’s affirmation that all principles of 
demonstration can be reduced to the first principle of non-contradiction'’. 

Thomists, Fabro notes, have reduced or defended the principle of 
causality in one of two ways — either immediately by reducing it directly to 
the first principle of non-contradiction or mediately by reducing it indirectly 
to the principle of non-contradiction through another principle. 

Fabro criticizes the mediate reductions of the principle of causality 
which tend to invoke some form of Leibniz’s principle of sufficient reason. 
The critical justification of the principle of causality, he argues, does not ask 
why God realizes this particular being instead of another, but rather why this 
being depends on another being in some way ~. 

As regards the immediate reduction of the principle of causality, Fabro 
holds that there are several formulations of the principle which, in the end, 
are insufficient in some way or inferior to a more universal formulation. He 
first recalls that the true justification of the principle demands that the 
necessary relationship of the predicate to the subject be shown by 
considering the form or nature of the predicate alone. Secondly, for the 
principle of causality to be a per se principle, the subject needs firstly to be 
of such universality that it can be applied to all the objects that are held to 


” See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 20. 

'° See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 21. 

'! See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 22. Fabro is most likely referring 
to In XI Metaph., lect. 5, n. 2211: “Necesse est enim quod sicut omnia entia 
reducuntur ad aliquod primum, ita oportet quod principia demonstrationis 
reducantur ad aliquod principium, quod principalius cadit in consideratione huius 
philosophiae. Hoc autem est, quod non contingit idem simul esse et non esse. Quod 
quidem ea ratione primum est, quia termini eius sunt ens et non ens, qui primo in 
consideratione intellectus cadunt’. In other texts, St. Thomas mentions foundation, 
rather than reduction: I-II, q. 94, a. 2: “Et ideo primum principium indemonstrabile 
est quod non est simul affirmare et negare, quod fundatur supra rationem entis et 
non entis, et super hoc principio omnia alia fundantur, ut dicitur in TV Metaphys.”. 

2 See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 24. 
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be effects and, secondly, immediately call to mind the relationship involved 
and the notion of real dependence’. 

In light of these premises, Fabro argues that the following five 
formulations are insufficient to some degree: 

1) “Every effect has a cause”: This is a tautology. 

2) “Everything that is moved is moved by another’: Fabro points out 
that even though Aquinas develops this principle according to the notions of 
act and potency (in the First Way), the subject of the principle does not 
immediately reveal the relationship of causal dependence and, therefore, is 
not the best formulation for a critical justification. 

3) “Everything that begins (to exist) demands a cause’: Ultimately, 
the foundation of this principle would require demonstrating that the world 
was not created ab eterno. For Aquinas, however, this demonstration is not 
possible in philosophy and the non-eternity of the world is an article of 
faith. Therefore, this formulation is not the most appropriate in a critical 
defense of the principle of causality. 

4) “Every contingent being demands a cause’: The notion of 
contingency cannot be the subject of the principle in its most general form 
since there are necessary beings (angels, for example) that are caused. To 
show the real dependence of these beings, we need to look for another 
characteristic that reveals the causal dependence for every created being in 
general. 

5) “Every composition requires a compounder’; “Every composite has 
a cause”. Every creature is composed of essence and esse, and this 
composition immediately demands an author or artisan. The formulation 
certainly provides a foundation for the relationship of real dependence since 
“being composed” means “being constituted by an act-principle and a 
potency-principle. In addition, the Supreme Being cannot be a composite 
reality since composition necessarily indicates an imperfection or a 
limitation of perfection. However, in the end, the composition formulation 
of the principle of causality is not the best formulation since the real duality 
of principles directs our thought to the constitutive elements themselves and 
their ordering to one another as act and potency. The formula based on 
composition, then, leaves the following question open: “Why does 
composed being need a cause?” In his reply, Fabro shows how the response 
to this question ultimately involves the notion of participation: 


'3 See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 25. 
'* Summa contra Gentiles, I, ch. 18: “Omnis compositio indiget aliquo 
componente”; I, q. 3, a. 7: “Omne compositum causam habet”. 
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The reason why is that, being the result of a union of various elements, its 
possibility of being is conditioned by the harmonious adaptation and 
confluence of such elements. Thus, reality arises through the realization of a 
unity within a diversity: being is possible insofar as unity can be realized, 
which, in the composite, is the unity of what is multiple, unity by 
participation’”. 


Therefore, according to Fabro, composition formulations of the 
principle of causality ultimately refer to another formulation — that of 
participation. What is more, composition formulations are somewhat 
obscure. A case in point is the fact there have been philosophers who denied 
that Aquinas held the thesis of the real distinction between essence and esse 
in all creatures. Thus, after recalling these controversies regarding the real 
distinction, Fabro affirms that: 


In Thomism, the thesis of the real distinction arises from the theory of 
participation; in this theory, the thesis forms the primary application to finite 
being considered under the static aspect, while the principle of causality, in its 
broadest sense, expresses dependence in general — with regard to the 
sufficiency of being — according to this theory’®. 


In synthesis, the notion of participation is more universal than that of 
composition as it embraces and expresses both composition (static-structural 
participation) and causal dependence (dynamic-causal participation). 

As noted earlier, Fabro holds that the ultimate justification of the 
principle of causality requires that we look at the problem from a superior 
viewpoint so that any insufficient notions related to the principle — such as 
movement or contingency — are surpassed by or integrated with strictly 


'S See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 33-34. 

aa FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 34. Fabro quotes Quodlibet. Il, q. 2, 
a. 1: “Quandocumque autem aliquid praedicatur de altero per participationem, 
oportet ibi aliquid esse praeter id quod participatur. Et ideo in qualibet creatura est 
aliud ipsa creatura quae habet esse, et ipsum esse eius” and comments: “Once the 
real distinction is established, one understands the frequent recurrence of St. 
Thomas to these formulas; but it is interesting also seeing real dependence 
enunciated according to the theory of participation alone (See Fourth Way): and 
this is very well adapt to our scope, since it presents, in a total and comprehensive 
way — embracing any act and predicamental potency, the insufficiency of 
contingent being”. 
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metaphysical notions'’. Aquinas often spoke of causal dependence 
according to the Platonic predication of “being by essence” and “being by 
participation”. For example: “Everything that is by participation, is caused 
by that which is essentially’”’*; “That which is such by its essence, is the 
proper cause of that which is such by participation”; and “The maximum 
in any genus is the cause of others in that genus: since the cause is greater 
than its effect””°. The list, Fabro says, could go on and this assures us that, 
underlying their diversity, the fundamental notions of all these formulas 
coincide in expressing a formulation that all have the same subject as effect. 
The various formulas, Fabro concludes, express the exigency of the 
“relationship of causality” in a per se nota proposition. This per se nota 
proposition is the following: 


Participation formula of the principle of causality 


“From the fact that a something is a being by participation, 
it follows that it is caused by another””’. 


Such formulas, Fabro notes, go beyond the merely phenomenological aspect 
of reality with regard to its becoming (fieri) and fully embrace the act of 
being (esse). Thus, participation formulations are valid for any degree of 
being or form. If the proposition which states that “Ens per participationem 
depends on Esse per essentiam and has Esse per essentiam as its cause” is a 
per se nota proposition, then the foundation of the principle is assured by 
showing the notional content of the subject and predicate”. 

With this premise, Fabro now comes to the question of the path or 
method of metaphysical reflection that is based on the notion of 
participation. According to Fabro, the first stage of metaphysical itinerary 
begins as follows: a being that is said to be per participationem 1s a being 


'’ C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 36. 

'S T, q. 65, a. 1: “Omne quod est per participationem, causatur ab eo quod est 
per essentiam”’. 

' Summa contra Gentiles, III, ch. 66: “Quod est per essentiam tale, est 
proprie causa eius quod est per participationem’’. 

Summa contra Gentiles, 1, ch. 41: “Quod est maximum in unoquoque 

genere est causa aliorum quae sunt in illo genere: causa enim potior est effectu’’. 

*1 Tg. 44, a. 1 ad 1: “Ex hoc quod aliquid per participationem est ens, 
sequitur quod sit causatum ab alio”’. 

* See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 39. 
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that is not “completely” or “entirely being”. This being is seen as imperfect 
and subject to generation, corruption and change. As such, it is a being that 
appears as finite and limited in its actuality. The being that does not present 
the act or form of being as fully realized in se is imperfect, finite and, 
therefore, participated. It is merely a deficient similitude of being or of a 
degree of being — it presents itself as only having a part or having received a 
part: participare as partem capere. This imperfection which is “inherent in 
the form of being that experience presents us and the fact of the realization 
of this form in ever deficient degrees and not in the purity of the act that 
belongs to it” is the “impulse and principle of the dialectic which is truly 
‘transcendental’, by which the intellect transcends the degrees themselves 
and the imperfection to achieve the absolute form and rest in the perfect”, 
Two points should be highlighted here. First, Fabro establishes that a 
first stage of metaphysical reflection involves a passage from the limitation 
and imperfection of some beings to a first, somewhat confused notion of 
participation or ens per participationem. Second, Fabro characterizes the 
whole of metaphysical reflection as a “transcendental dialectic” which 
moves from imperfection to perfection. As a dialectic, it involves an initial 
comparison and a subsequent synthesis: the dialectic proper to metaphysical 
reflection relates the imperfections and deficiencies of reality to their 
participative nature and then embarks on a passage to that which is per 
essentiam and, consequently, to the cause of what is per participationem™* 
For Aquinas, the conceptual demand of intelligibility and order 
coincides with an ontological demand: ens per participationem is not 
understood unless it is seen in reference to Esse per essentiam. As he 
affirms: “The esse which is in created things, cannot be understood, unless 
as deduced from divine esse””. Accordingly, being per essentiam is the 
type and measure of being per participationem. Fabro refers to this method 
of this metaphysical reflection as a “dialectical ascension”. This dialectical 


* ©, FABRO, “La difesa critica ...”, ET, 40. 

4 See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 41: “The intelligibility of a mass 
or multitude is intrinsically conditioned by a principle of order, to which the 
individual elements refer and are reduced: this principle is called first Being, Being 
per essentiam, One per essentiam because it should realize in se, fully, that reality 
which it pours out [riversa] on the others and that, at the same time, because of its 
purity, places it outside and above the series”. 

See De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5, ad 1: “Esse quod rebus creatis inest, non potest 
intelligi, nisi ut deductum ab esse divino”. See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, 
ET, 41. 
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ascension requires that, in the end, “being participated” means “being 
potential” and that “just as act by its nature precedes, moves and causes the 
being of the potency, so also does participated esse depend on and have 
being per essentiam for its cause””°. Fabro also points out that this 
“dialectical ascension of participation is not exclusive to the ratio of being, 
but also permeates the other transcendental aspects of the real: goodness, 
unity, truth, beauty... and the other pure perfections such as life, 
intelligence, wisdom’”’’. These perfections, as found in creatures, are only 
deficient images and inadequate effects of the goodness, beauty, truth and 
life that is per essentiam. 

As regards the justification of the principle by means of participation, 
the principle of causality demands that a being that begins, that is contingent 
and subject to generation and corruption, or that is imperfect and finite... 
depends on another being. But saying that “being begins” or that “it is 
contingent” is equivalent to saying that it is not the pure form of Being and 
is only a deficient imitation of being. Such a being has that pure form only 
per participationem; furthermore, being per participationem implies an 
immediate relationship to being per essentiam. In this way its logical 
possibility (intelligibility) and its real possibility (immediate order of 
existence) are given a foundation: namely, without this relationship to Being 
per essentiam a limited being cannot truly present itself to thought either as 
a definite object or as subject of reality. Thus, the formula of participation is 
the most general form in which one can express the relationship of 
dependence between beings; hence, in its content, it is presented per se as 
vague and as indeterminate as required by the multiple and varied 
relationships of dependence between one being and another and between the 
world and God”*. Real dependence, from the critical perspective, arises 
insofar as a being appears as participated, and this dependence, then, is 
posited according to the real participation that is verified’. 


sae Gr FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 42. The reference to the 
interpenetration of Aristotelian act and Platonic participation is clear. It is a theme 
Fabro takes up later in the Conclusion of NMP and all throughout PC. 

are, FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 42. 

°8 See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, ET, 43-44. 

* Tn his book, I] principio di causalita nella metafisica di S. Tommaso, M. 
Pangallo comments on the whole of Fabro’s critical foundation and justification of 
the principle of causality by means of participation as follows: “L’interpretazione 
del principio di causalita da parte del Fabro, da una parte difende la ‘perseita’ del 
principio di causa, d’altra parte evita il deduttivismo aprioristico del razionalismo. 


236 


CHAPTER TWO: THE DIALECTIC OF PARTICIPATION 


Having established this principle, Fabro concludes his article with 
some reflections on what he would later call “dynamic, transcendental 
causality”. First, the degree of dependence of a being is in proportion to the 
excedence of the participated over the participant: “whatever participates in 
something, receives that which it participates from the one from whom it 
participates; and to this extent that from which it participates is its cause’”*”. 
Secondly, this solution which uses the notion of participation is expressed in 
terms of analogy: “The method of participation, in its development, 
encounters the problem of analogy right away, and with it continues for the 
solution of all the problems of first philosophy”*’. Finally, the truest and 
most proper causality appears, above all, in the primordial emanation of all 
participated being by means of the creative act; the first agent is the Creator 
that places and sustains all participated reality outside of himself. Here the 
principle of participation has its truest and most evident meaning. In the 
other types of causality, its verification is possible and dependence is more 
clearly individuated to the degree that the causal influence is similar to the 


Infatti, se @ vero che nella formulazione del principio di causa |’analisi 
fenomenologica non é costitutiva, sotto un altro aspetto l’attestazione del dato 
esperienziale non puo essere del tutto elusa. La stessa nozione di ens per 
participationem deriva da un ‘dato di fatto’ attestato dall’esperienza in modo 
incontestabile (contra factum non est argumentum), giacché la limitatezza, la 
finitudine, sotto i suoi vari aspetti, di tutto cid che €, si mostra con netta evidenza. 
Chi volesse totalmente prescindere dall’esperienza anche quanto al dato in se 
stesso, dovrebbe dimostrare la possibilita reale dell’‘ente per partecipazione’ in 
quanto tale; ma essa dipende solo dalla libera volonta di Dio e non puo essere 
dedotta a priori. Dunque per Fabro, in contrasto con le teodicee leibniziane, la 
possibilita reale dell’ente per partecipazione é un postulato, la cui plausibilita sul 
piano razionale deriva dall’esistenza stessa di enti per partecipazione, secondo il 
principio ab esse ad posse valet illatio. La novita dell’esegesi fabriana in quegli 
anni si é rfivelata decisiva per la storia del neotomismo _ successivo. 
Contemporaneamente alla dissertazione sul principio di causa del nostro [autore], 
anche altri neotomisti affrontavano il problema nella medesima direzione, ponendo 
la dottrina della partecipazione come fondamento sia della teoria della limitazione 
dell’ atto sia della teoria della causalita” (23-24). 

°° De substantiis separatis, ch. 3: “Omne autem participans aliquid, accipit id 
quod participat, ab eo a quo participat: et quantum ad hoc, id a quo participat, est 
causa ipsius”’. 

*' C. FABRO, “La difesa critica ...”, ET, 45, n. 88. 
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creative act’. The themes of dynamic causality, analogy and creation are 
developed later on by Fabro in PC. 

Before concluding this section, I would like to consider two objections 
to Fabro’s proposal: an article by Alessandro Sanmarchi (1999) and a series 
of three articles by Joseph Owens (1955). Sanmarchi and Owens shed light 
on the importance of grasping Fabro’s proposal in light of his thought on the 
method or itinerary of metaphysical reflection and in light of his later works. 
I would also like to refer to A. Contat’s recent proposal about the principle 
of causality in the context of the Fourth Way (2009). 

In his review of the principle of causality in St. Thomas and Neo- 
Thomism, Sanmarchi points to an important footnote in the conclusion to 
Fabro’s article, in which Fabro refers to the method of his foundation of the 
principle of causality as a metaphysical induction. Fabro writes: “The 
property of being caused [that belongs to] being per participationem is 
revealed, in our method, not by a logical analysis in the strict sense, but by a 
‘sui generis’ metaphysical induction, namely, by the consideration of the act 
of being as ‘form’”??. In light of Fabro’s contraposition of “deduction — 
logical analysis” to “sui generis metaphysical induction — considering the 
act of being as form”, Sanmarchi comments: 


The principle of causality derives from a gnoseological process, which Fabro 
defines as a sui generis metaphysical induction and which differs from the 
argumentative-deductive process: in being (ens) the intellect grasps actus 
essendi (esse) as imperfect and as having a gradation of imperfection in various 
entia. Yet reflecting on this apprehension of esse, one understands that the act 
of being as such should be pure act. From this it is evident that: that which is 
an imperfect act of being participates in the pure act of being, in the absolute 
form of being, in being per essentiam and, therefore, depends on it as an effect 
on its cause™’. 


Sanmarchi holds that Fabro qualifies this metaphysical induction as sui 
generis for two reasons: 


[1] “because by means of it one grasps the causal dependence which is a 
relation sui generis insofar as it is ‘anterior to the others which regards 
particular genera or species’” and 


* See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica ...”, ET, 45. 
* ©, FABRO, “La difesa critica ...”, ET, 45, n. 89. 
** A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 517. 
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[2] “because it is an induction entirely a se which, starting from the 
apprehension of the actus essendi of particular beings, it comes to grasp 
the Forma essendi (the archetype and primary type of being), namely 
Being per essentiam’””>. 


Sanmarchi also notes that the foundation of the sui generis metaphysical 
induction is, according to Fabro, provided by the apprehension of actus 
essendi. This, he writes, leads to the need to investigate critically the 
epistemological aspects concerning what Fabro here calls “metaphysical 
induction’ and the gnoseological act which achieves the notion of actus 
essendi*®. In brief, Fabro’s defense of the per se nature of the principle of 
causality is said to depend on the notion of actus essendi and the 
corresponding dialectic of participation by which actus essendi is 
understood. 

Sanmarchi concludes his summary of Fabro’s article by proposing an 
interesting theoretical problem which he holds has been overlooked by the 
majority of Thomists: “In Fabro’s Thomism, what is the difference between 
the principle of causality and the demonstration of the existence of God in 
the Fourth Way?”. Both seem to imply the same dialectic of actus essendi 
and participation, and yet, according to Sanmarchi, “there should be a 
theoretical difference between the principle of causality and the Fourth Way 
— even though, in the Fabrian interpretation, both are based on the Thomistic 
doctrine of participation — since the first is considered as a first principle per 
se notum and the second is, on the other hand, a deductive demonstration in 
the strict sense”*”. According to Sanmarchi, Fabro does not take up the 
problem of the theoretical differentiation between the two, even in his later 
articles on the Fourth Way”. 

This problem — the difference between the foundation of the principle 
of causality according to the notion of participation and the deductive 
demonstration of the Fourth Way — leads Sanmarchi to conclude that even 
though it may be possible to include the principle of causality among the 
first principles, Aquinas himself “never conceived the possibility of 


*> A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalitd’...”, 517. 

°° See A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 
517. Part Three of L. ROMERA’s work Pensar el ser concentrated on this 
gnoseological act. 

*7 A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 518. 

*8 C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via”, Doctor Communis 
7 (1954), 71-109 and “Il fondamento metafisico della IV via’, Doctor Communis 
18 (1965), 1-22. 
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rigorously expressing in philosophical terms the link of the caused to its 
own causa essendi (not simply to a cause fiendi) by means of a proposition 
per se nota’”>’. Therefore, according to Sanmarchi: 1) the attribution of the 
characteristic of “from another” (ab alio) can only be achieved in a 
deduction and through mediated knowledge; 2) philosophically, causality 
implies a process of justification that, in the end, is intrinsically 
metaphysical; 3) therefore, it is not entirely correct to isolate this problem 
from the context which is proper to it — that of the possibility of the 
existence of a first, absolute cause. In brief, on a theoretical level, causality 
requires an ultimate justification that inevitably coincides with the 
theological problem: “Posing the problem of demonstrating the existence of 
God is equivalent to posing the problem of causality”*”. In this regard, he 
notes positively that Fabro’s work on participation shows how participation 
is involved throughout the entire development of the Thomistic doctrine: 
both in the phenomenological-ontological doctrine of the internal structure 
of finite beings and in the properly deductive doctrine of the proofs of God’s 
existence”. According to Sanmarchi, a negative point about Fabro’s theory 
should be mentioned along with the positive: 


This conclusion, on the one hand, explains the difficulty that we have 
highlighted regarding the lack of a theoretical differentiation in Fabrian 
Thomism between the principle of causality and the Fourth Way. The 
presentation of such a difference is lacking simply because, when one wants to 
come to a definitive foundation of causality, one finds oneself inevitably in the 
point of coincidence between ontology and natural theology. This is valid 
above all when one wants to express the causality proper to participation 
within the notional sphere. In fact, given the absolute ontological-metaphysical 
character that distinguishes the notions on which such a doctrine is based 
(actus essendi, real distinction essentia-esse), with greater reason it is not 
possible to deal with causality apart from the metaphysical-theological 
problem. However, on the other hand, this conclusion implies a fundamental 
critique of the defense of the principle of causality proposed by Fabro. In fact if 
the definitive justification of causality is not able to be split from natural 
theology and if, on the other hand, Thomas indicates every possible 
demonstration of the existence of God as necessarily a posteriori, it follows 


°° A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalitd’...”, 538. 

“° A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 538. 

“! See A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 
539. 
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that it is not possible to sustain the per se character of the principle of 
causality”. 


Sanmarchi, then, denies both the possibility of a per se formula of the 
principle of causality in terms of participation (against Fabro) and the 
possibility of immediately understanding ens per participationem in a 
transcendental sense. He holds — against Fabro — that only a rigorous 
deductive passage can establish a real relation between finite ens and Esse 
per essentiam in terms of participation. The reason for this, according to 
Sanmarchi, is that what is first grasped by the intellect is merely the 
existence of finite beings and a notional participation in being, and not their 
real participation in actus essendi and their real relation of dependence on 
Esse per essentiam. In Sanmarchi’s opinion, the real relations of 
participation are established through a deduction and such a deduction is the 
fulcrum of the Fourth Way”. 

In considering Sanmarchi’s objections and critique, two distinctions 
are helpful. The first distinction concerns the different types of per se 
principles — namely, the distinction between per se principles that are 
known by all and per se principles that are known by the wise’. The 
principle of non-contradiction is known to all, while the participation 
formula of the principle of causality would seem to pertain to those per se 
principles known to the wise. This distinction regarding two types of 


“° A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 539. 

“? A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 549- 
550: “The expression ‘ens per participationem’ cannot immediately mean a real 
and transcendental participation in Being per essentiam, but initially can only 
indicate a participation in an abstract ratio entis, namely to the fact of existing, to 
the existence that every ens has in common with the other entia. In other words, 
although the distinction between actus essendi and fact of existing is able to be 
grasped, one cannot say right away (previous to a deductive investigation) with 
apodictic certainty whether the concept of participation indicates a real relation of 
the actus essendi of ens to another (to its eventual cause), or whether such a 
concept corresponds to a simple relation of reason, namely to a simple abstraction 
of the human mind that, grasping the factual existence of beings, indicates them as 
participants in a common actuality of presence. Only a rigorous deductive passage 
could render evident whether the relation participans-participatum is a real relation 
of finite ens to Being per essentiam or not. This deductive passage constitutes the 
argumentative fulcrum of the Thomistic Fourth Way, of which Fabro’s very erudite 
studies have individuated diverse formulations in Thomas’s work”. 

“4 See In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, \ect. 2. 
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“perseity” can possibly answer Sanmarchi’s reserves regarding the 
immediacy of our knowledge of the principle. The second distinction, which 
can also attenuate somewhat Sanmarchi’s critique of Fabro’s formulation of 
the principle of causality, is the distinction Fabro makes between an initial 
notion of ens per participationem and the mature, metaphysical notion 
obtained at the end of the metaphysical itinerary. The initial notion of ens 
per participationem concerns the finiteness and limitation of being and 
evidences the fact the some beings have a certain perfection in a limited 
manner. Some of Fabro’s texts even imply that this notion can, in some 
way, be obtained at the phenomenological level. Coming to the mature, 
metaphysical notion of ens per participationem, however, is not obtained 
properly by demonstration or deduction — although the demonstration of 
God’s existence is part of one of the stages — but rather by metaphysical 
resolution and reduction*®. The fact of the real distinction between essence 
and esse in finite ens can be demonstrated (quia) before demonstrating the 
existence of God or expounding the doctrine of creation. 

To some extent, it seems that Fabro was aware of the difficulties 
presented by Sanmarchi; in fact, he touches on them in the concluding 
paragraphs of his article on the Thomistic notion of contingency (1938)"°. 
Here, Fabro looks at what we understand by ens per participationem. He 
writes that if one understands ens per participationem as finite ens as such, 
then the participation formulation of the principle of causality would, in 
fact, coincide with the Fourth Way — which is recognized as being one of 


S See C. FABRO, PC, 238-239: “Certainly the definitive foundation of the 
notion of ens by participation is referred by St. Thomas, as is known, to the real 
composition of essence and esse: but this concerns the ultimate foundation. 
[Fabro’s footnote: This ultimate foundation is attributed to reason and con be 
considered as the fulfillment of the ‘ways’ for the demonstration of the existence of 
God and the passage to absolute ‘transcendence’]. Something can very well be 
called ens by participation insofar as it is presented as contingent, limited, etc., and 
this belongs to immediate and purely apprehensive thought. Hence, the fact that the 
definitive ‘Diremtion’ of ens by participation and of esse per essentiam happens 
later and that it demands a more or less complicated process of metaphysical 
reflection, does not mean that it involves a true and proper demonstration: in 
reality, we are dealing with a process of ‘returning’ or of the mind taking explicit 
possession of what was given implicitly in the confused ens of initial 
apprehension’. 

C. FABRO, “Intorno alla nozione tomista di contingenza’, Rivista di 
Filosofia Neoscolastica 30 (1938), 132-149. Reprinted in ET, 49-69, from which I 
quote. 
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the more difficult passages in metaphysical thought. However, Fabro says in 
the article, we should not concern ourselves with questions about whether 
something is easy or difficult to understand, but rather with finding a 
formulation that satisfies the demands of the controversy. This means that, 
in Fabro’s mind, the question about the participation formula is not about 
when or how the notion of participation is understood, but rather which 
formulation satisfies the need that the principle of causality enunciate the 
relation of dependence and the necessary connection between the subject 
and predicate of the proposition and the universal application of the 
proposition. Secondly, the participation formula, Fabro writes, is not as 
difficult as some think. Here, Fabro refers to the fact that ens per 
participationem can be understood at different levels and that, while the 
ultimate metaphysical understanding of ens per participationem is achieved 
by very few, the initial notion is justifiable with recourse to experience. He 
writes: 


The qualification of ens per participationem can be seen from different stages 
of conceptual purification. In the ultimate metaphysical stage, to which one 
arrives with the employment of considerations that are possible to few, I do not 
deny that the notion of participation, like any other metaphysical notion, be so. 
But the character of ens per participationem can be justified, in a first moment, 
also “ad sensum”’, by recourse to experiential and factual data, such as 
becoming, imperfection, contingency itself and multiplicity alone (for the 
angels): in this way it can be the object of spontaneous reflection even, and 
thus, as it is, is sufficient for an exact position of our problem*”. 


Participation in being is not grasped simply as a notional participation in a 
formality. What is more, the other formulas, such as the one based on the 
notion of contingency, are linked to the composition of essence and esse. 
Thus, the true problem is how we come to understand such a composition. 
Here, Fabro highlights the superiority of the argument based on 
participation and posterior to the affirmation of the dependence of the 
creature on the Creator: 


air FABRO, “Intorno alla nozione tomista di contingenza”, ET, 68. It is 
interesting to note that the terms “contingency” and “becoming”, which here are 
used to justify the characteristic of ens per participationem, were two of the terms 
used in formulations which Fabro holds are, ultimately, not as universal as the 
participation formulation of the principle of causality. 
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Others, more faithful to the letter and spirit of Thomism, tend to place the 
essence of contingency in the real distinction between essence and the act of 
being, proper to the creature. I do not have any difficult placing myself among 
them, since I retain, with them, that such is the ultimate source which explains 
the misery of the creature before the fullness of divine actuality. One can note, 
however, both that such is not the technical sense St. Thomas gives to the term 
[of contingency] and that, above all, also here one poses the ulterior problem of 
the “how” we come, or better said, how St. Thomas comes to the determination 
of such composition, a problem that is anything but easy, as even the most 
convinced Thomist would agree; a problem, therefore, that, is better to resolve 
after having, in precedence, shown the dependence of the creature on the 
Creator. I also add, in this regard, that it is not difficult to show how, in St. 
Thomas’s works, the ultimate source of the real composition between essence 
and the act of being in creatures is assured, above all in the works of maturity, 
by an explicit recourse — and often even exclusive recourse — to the notion of 
participation®. 


Thus, in addition to the clarification about per se principles, Fabro would 
probably respond to Sanmarchi’s objection by allowing for a broader notion 
of ens per participationem and stressing the “ultimate” nature of the 
principle of participation that is understood at the end of metaphysical 
reflection, rather than those used throughout that metaphysical reflection. 
This point emphasizes the problem of distinguishing what is grasped at the 
beginning and what is grasped at the end of metaphysical reflection and the 
need to distinguish the stages proper to the progress of our metaphysical 
knowledge of reality. 

Another objection to Fabro’s proposal is found in Joseph Owens’ 
1955 series of three articles entitled: “The Causal Proposition — Principle or 
Conclusion’. In the second article, Owens considers the argument from 
participation (I, q. 44, a. 1 ad 1) and poses two questions: “In this case can 
the causal proposition any longer be considered a ‘principle’ in the 
epistemological signification of this word? Secondly, how is the doctrine of 
participation established?”"°. With regard to the first question, Owens tries 
to show that the principle of causality is a conclusion from other premises, 
rather than a first principle”. With regard to the second difficulty, he writes 


a oe FABRO, “Intorno alla nozione tomista di contingenza”, ET, 68-69. 

“° See J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition — Principle or Conclusion”, The 
Modern Schoolman, 32 (1955), 159-171, 257-270, 323-339. 

Sn OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 257. 

>! See J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 259 and 261. 
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that the doctrine of participation is far from self-evident and seems rather to 
be the result of a long philosophical study. He holds that the article in 
question from the Summa theologiae (I, q. 44, a. 1) “seems to presuppose 
that the doctrine of participated being is ultimately based upon efficient 
causality”°”. Owens argues that the reasoning of the article goes back to the 
premise that “anything which is outside the essence of a thing must be 
caused either by the principles of the essence or by something extrinsic; and 
‘to be’ cannot be caused by the principles of the essence”’’, Therefore, for 
Owens, the causal proposition is as follows: “The being (esse) of anything 
for which to be is other than its essence must be caused by another”. In 
short, Owens proposes a composition formulation of the principle based 
primarily on the argument of De ente et essentia and the “accidental” 
character of the creature’s act of being. He concludes that in this process: 


The principle of participation, then, does not enter into the process by which 
St. Thomas demonstrates the causal proposition. The doctrine of participation, 
in fact, can be established only after God has been shown to be the first cause 
and therefore essentially being. But God is proved to be the first cause on the 
ground that the things in the sensible world are caused by another”. 


However, as Owens points out, Aquinas’s article explicitly affirms 
that causality follows participation. Thus, the question remains: “How can 
St. Thomas say that ‘caused’ follows from the notion of participated being, 
just as risibility follows from man?” The problem, Owens notes, ultimately 
concerns Aquinas’s doctrine of being and, in light of this, Owens proposes 
that esse is originally grasped in judgment”®. From this argument and the 
argument of the Second Way (notion of efficient cause), Owens argues that 
God is subsistent being and accordingly, the divine being “can be conceived 
as a nature from which all other things participate. In this reasoning, based 
on the order of judgment, participation follows from efficient causality”>”. 

Rather than dealing with the order of judgment and subordination of 
participation to causality, Owens argues that in I, q. 44, a. 1, Aquinas is 


saan OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 264. 

at fe OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 264. 

ay i OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 265. 

aw i OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 329. 

°° J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 331: “The nature of a thing is 
known by concepts, the being (esse) of that thing is grasped originally in the 
judgment”. 

°7 J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 332. 
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dealing with concepts. He concludes: “Although ‘caused’ is not contained in 
the concept which is the definition of the caused thing, it follows from the 
concept which is the notion of participated being as established in the body 
of the article’”*®. Thus, “from this concept of ‘participated being’ follows the 
concept of ‘caused being’, [...] for to have being by participation means to 
have it from another, to have it as caused”*’. In summary, his proposal 
interprets Aquinas’s text in light of a distinction between the order of 
judgment and the order of concepts and arguing for a composition 
formulation of the principle of causality based on a strict demonstration: 
“the basic metaphysical formulation of the causal proposition is that 
everything for which to be is other than its nature has its being (esse) from 
another. This is the conclusion of a strict demonstration”. 

Fabro would definitely not agree with Owens that the “intensive” 
notion of actus essendi is obtained in judgment. For Fabro, judgment 
concerns more properly the being in act of a thing or principle and not 
necessarily our metaphysical knowledge of the creature’s participated act of 
being. Knowledge of actus essendi, for Fabro, is obtained by means of a 
process of resolution of act and perfection and ultimately through a 
reduction of participated esse to God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens. As we will 
see, in this resolution-reduction several stages may be distinguished in the 
progressive understanding of the notion of actus essendi. 

Ultimately, it seems that the difference between the positions of 
Owens and Fabro on the formulation of the principle of causality is found in 
their different emphasis on the various stages of metaphysical reflection. 
Owens stresses the need for a formulation that precedes the proof of God’s 
existence and develops this formulation in terms composition and efficient 
causality. While Fabro in no way denies the importance of such a 
formulation, Fabro is seeking an ultimate and comprehensive formulation 
that critically justifies the principle of causality. According to Fabro, the 
participation formulation has the merit of embracing both composition and 
causal dependence. Although the real distinction and ens per 
participationem can be affirmed in a confused way before proving God’s 
existence, they are ultimately only understood and established after proving 
his existence and drawing out the consequence that God is Ipsum Esse 
Subsistens. In this way, Fabro stresses the ultimate foundation of causality 


°8 J. OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 332. 
saa OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 332-333. 
ey, OWENS, “The Causal Proposition...”, 335. 
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and the real distinction in terms of the “theological difference” between 
Esse per essentiam and ens per participationem. 

In his article on the Fourth Way, A. Contat provides insight into the 
difference between Fabro’s interpretation of the relationship between 
participation and causality and that of “classical” Thomists who formulate 
the principle of the causality in the Fourth Way as: “that which is not per se, 
is in virtue of another”. From this principle, classical Thomists argue that 
measured esse is by another (per aliud) and not per se; “per”, in this case, 
indicates a relationship of efficient causality. Since it is impossible to 
proceed to infinity in the series of efficient causes (according to the 
principles of the Second Way), it is necessary to come to a first, unlimited 
Esse. In this interpretation, the notion of participation is absent or 
completely subordinated to that of causality. One of the reasons for this is 
that this interpretation sees finite ens as a composition of two acts: the 
existential act of being and the formal act of the essence: “From the point of 
view of efficient causality, the essence is in potency to esse, without which 
it would simply not be; but from the point of view of specification, the 
essence actuates, in a certain sense, esse, communicating to it the suchness 
[taleita] that fixes it to a determined degree”. Thus, the Fourth Way is 
interpreted not according to the notion of participation, but rather as a causal 
passage from ens as an existential act specified by categorical ens to the 
maximum Ens. 

In contrast, Fabro’s interpretation of the Fourth Way will allow for an 
integration of causality and the notion of measure in the notion of 
participation. The relation of measuring that unites the magis et minus to the 
maximum is both a relation of noetical reference and ontological 
dependence”. Being caused by Esse per essentiam appears as a propert 
that follows upon being by participation, considered in via inventionis® 
Thus, in the conclusion to his article, Contat proposes that the principle of 
participation, as the major premise of the Fourth Way, should be formulated 
per se quarto modo instead of per se secundo modo, which indicates a 
characteristic property of finite ens. The fundamental syllogism of the 
Fourth Way, then, is as follows: 


[m] The finite ens that we encounter in our experience is an ens that has being 
in a limited way, namely by participation; [per se primo modo] 


ar AG CONTAT, “La quarta via...”, 159. 
°° See A. CONTAT, “La quarta via...”, 146-147. 
°° See A. CONTAT, “La quarta via...”, 147. 


247 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


[M] now, that which is by participation is caused by that which is by essence; 
[per se quarto modo] 

[c] therefore, the finite ens that we encounter in our experience is caused, with 
regard to its being, by an ens that is being by essence, and that all call God 
[per se secundo modo]™. 


This opens up the possibility of formulating the syllogisms of Aquinas’s 
other four ways in a similar manner and articulating their principles of 
causality as propositions that are per se quarto modo. 


ok k ok 


The foundational role of participation in static, structural problems 
and in dynamic, causal problems is of utmost importance in Fabro’s 
metaphysics. From the beginning, Fabro’s metaphysical reflection on ens 
qua ens concentrates on the role of the notion of participation in 
understanding esse. The entire process is characterized as a “dialectical 
ascension of participation” and is articulated in various stages. The first 
stage affirms the real distinction between essence and esse and an initial, 
somewhat confused notion of esse participatum. This unfolds naturally into 
the second stage: that of founding participated esse on Esse per essentiam. 
The principles of this “reduction to fundament’” are found in Aquinas’ texts 
on the Fourth Way and on the demonstration of creation. In Fabro’s early 
works, however, both stages are only mentioned briefly. A more detailed 
analysis of each stage is left to his future works. 

Some of the objections to Fabro’s proposal can be attenuated by 
distinguishing between principles per se nota omnibus (evident to all) and 
principles per se nota sapientibus (evident to the wise) and by emphasizing 
the ultimate nature of Fabro’s proposal: namely, not how the principle of 
causality is used initially in metaphysical problems, but rather how it is 
definitively founded on the notion of participation and in the latter stages of 
metaphysical reflection (the demonstration of the existence of God, creation 


See A. CONTAT, “La quarta via...”, 171. Expositio Libri Posteriorum I, \c. 
13 n. 3: «Sciendum autem est quod cum in demonstratione probetur passio de 
subiecto per medium, quod est definitio, oportet quod prima propositio, cuius 
praedicatum est passio et subiectum est definitio, quae continet principia passionis, 
sit per se in quarto modo; secunda autem, cuius subiectum est ipsum subiectum et 
praedicatum ipsa definitio, in primo modo. Conclusio vero, in qua praedicatur 
passio de subiecto, est per se in secundo modo». 
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and the real distinction between essence and esse in creatures)” . Sanmarchi 
and Owens point out two latent problems in Fabro’s thought on causal 
participation. Sanmarchi highlights the need to distinguish more clearly the 
problem of participation in the Fourth Way from the problem of 
participation in creation. Owens highlights a gnoseological-metaphysical 
problem: in what sense is the principle of causality a first principle and 
which formulas of the principle are previous to, proper to and involved in 
the proofs of the existence of God? Fabro, I note, does not directly address 


® See P. MAZZARELLA, “La metafisica di s. Tommaso d’ Aquino 


nell’interpretazione di C. Fabro”, in Essere e liberta, 108: “L’intento precipuo del 
P. Fabro a proposito del principio di causalita é di dare a tal principio una 
fondazione ontologica, che garantisca oggettivamente la sua necessita logica...”. 

°° L.. Dewan made an interesting proposal regarding the principle of causality 
in “St. Thomas and the Principle of Causality”, in Form and Being, CUA Press, 
Washington DC 2006. He argues that the proposition, “An effect depends on its 
cause”, is a causal principle and is used by St. Thomas at important moments (I, q. 
2, a. 2: demonstration of the existence of God; I, q. 104, a. 1: conservation of 
creatures in being by God). A study of the proposition “‘an effect depends on its 
cause” and its relation to the four Aristotelian causalities (material, formal, 
efficient and final) is found in De Potentia, q. 5, a. 1. Regarding material and 
formal causality: “‘An effect depends on its cause’ thus is first of all expressive of 
the unity of a being composed out of matter and form. The proposition expresses a 
per se unity, that of substance itself. Still, it does more than that. It expresses 
dependence and priority. It means that if one were to take away the form or the 
matter, one would no longer have that thing. The being of the thing, the esse of the 
thing is being considered, and is being seen as following from the matter and the 
form” (p. 70-71). Regarding efficient causality: “Efficient causality is a relation 
between substances, and a real relation. That is, it has the ontological status of an 
accident, not a substance. As such, it requires for its intelligibility the presence, in 
its notion, of things outside its own ‘essence’. It must be presented with the proper 
subject to which it belongs, and the proper term of the relation. The proper subject 
of efficient causal dependence is the dependent being as a dependent being, and 
this is seen in the vision of the substantial composite, with its essential causes, the 
matter and the form. The term of the relation is the other thing as source of the 
form of the dependent being. The proposition ‘an effect depends on its cause’, 
understood as expressing the relationship of the effect of the efficient cause to the 
agent, signified this vision” (p. 72-73). The end is a cause insofar as it moves the 
efficient cause to act. In conclusion: “‘An effect depends on its cause’ expresses, 
first of all the dependence of the composite of matter and form with respect to its 
form. It expresses, secondly, the dependence of the composite of matter and form 
on the source of the form. It expresses, thirdly, the dependence of the composite of 
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either problem, preferring instead to highlight the speculative convergence 
of certain metaphysical problems in the notion of participation and leaving 
aside the more gnoseological question of the formulation of the principle of 
causality as a first principle of knowledge. 


2. Metaphysical reflection in NMP (1937-1939) 


Praise for La nozione metafisica di partecipazione, Fabro’s first major 
publication, was immediate and fairly unanimous’’. NMP was one of a 
number of publications that sought to show the centrality of the notion of 
participation in St. Thomas’s works”. Originally, it was Fabro’s doctoral 
dissertation in theology (1937) and was published three times (1939, 1950, 
1963) before the 2005 Complete Works edition”. With regard to our 


matter and form on the goal which the agent, the source of the form, has in view. 
All of these things come into sight precisely inasmuch as one views things from the 
viewpoint of esse; as St. Thomas says: ‘Something is called “caused” because it 
has a cause of its esse’ [In IT Post. Anal., lect. 7, n. 471]” (p. 78-79). 

°7 See E. FONTANA, Fabro all’Angelicum, Quaderni Fabriani, EDIVI, Segni 
2008, 76-114. Fontana reprints fourteen recensioni and articles written about NMP 
(1939) — the majority of them offer high praise. 

8 See M. PANGALLO, L’essere come atto nel tomismo essenziale di Cornelio 
Fabro, 20. Pangallo points out that Fabro’s NMP draws on: N. DEL PRADO, De 
Veritate fundamentali Philosophiae Christianae, Fribourg 1911; E. SCHELLER Das 
Priestertum Christi, Paderborn 1931; and L. DE RAEYMAEKER Metaphysica 
Generalis, Louvain 1935. 

® Although originally a doctoral dissertation in theology, NMP is 
undoubtedly one of the most important philosophical publications of the twentieth 
century. Fabro, though, considered the work as a simple introduction to the theme 
of participation. See E. FONTANA, Fabro all’Angelicum, 70-71: “[I]n essa ‘la 
nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo S. Tommaso d’ Aquino’ non viene 
esposta secondo una ricerca comparativa sia all’interno del Tomismo stesso, come 
in rapporto agli altri sistemi; ma si € cercato di presentare un’ introduzione a questa 
ricerca. [...] In questa ricerca introduttiva della nozione di partecipazione mi sono 
attenuto pit all’aspetto statico che quello dinamico: si ¢ badato cioé a mettere in 
rilievo come essa riesca a render ragione della struttura in sé dell’essere finito e 
serva mirabilmente per l’espressione pit rigorosa del concetto di creatura. Si dira 
che l’aspetto dinamico, quello cid che si riferisce alla causalita estrinseca é pit 
proprio e doveva avere la precedenza. Di cid non intendo discutere; ho preferito 
fermarmi all’aspetto statico perché é meno noto e quasi completamente ignorato; 
d’altra parte un’indagine esauriente dell’aspetto dinamico non é possibile, se non 
dopo un approfondimento di quello statico, poiché il giudizio sulle cause 
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investigation of metaphysical reflection, it is interesting to note that the 
additions and corrections made in subsequent editions largely concern texts 
on the problem of metaphysical method. In the second edition (1950) — in 
light of Geiger’s 1947 article on separation — Fabro updates the section on 
“intensive metaphysical abstraction” and better distinguishes separatio from 
abstraction. He also corrects the use of the term “existence” in the work and 
replaces it with “esse” when speaking about actus essendi as a constitutive 
principle of finite ens. In the third edition (1963) he changes the term 
“intensive metaphysical abstraction’ to “intensive metaphysical 
reflection” ”° 

NMP is divided into three parts. In Part One, Fabro traces the 
historical development of the notion of participation from Plato to 
Avicenna”'. In Part Two, he begins with a section on “Thomistic Realism” 
(NMP, 123-141). It is here that we find Fabro’s first explicit treatise on the 
method of metaphysical reflection — configured, in this text, as the passage 
of the intellect to the “ratio of being””. Here, Fabro takes a noetical and 
epistemological approach to the problem and distinguishes “intensive 
metaphysical abstraction” from total and formal abstraction and investigates 
the connection between metaphysical abstraction and the notion of 
participation. The rest of Part Two is divided between sections on 
“Predicamental Participation” (NMP, 143-181) and “Transcendental 
Participation” (NMP, 183-258). The method of metaphysical reflection 
factors into both sections, first as “dialectical ascension’, and then as 
“formal resolution”: 


[1] In relation to predicamental participation, the method of 
metaphysical reflection is termed “dialectical ascension”. This 
dialectical reflection ascends from the participation of the 
individual in a species to the participation of the species in a 


estrinseche, dipende da quello che verte sulle cause intrinseche” (ntroduzione alla 
tesi di Fabro). 

” See C. FABRO, NMP, 8. As we are concerned with the evolution of Fabro’s 
thought, I will be considering the text of 1939 edition, yet quote from the 2005 
critical edition replacing the terms from NMP (1963) with the original terms when 
necessary. For example, using “abstraction” instead of “reflection” and “existence” 
instead of “esse”. 

"| We looked at this historical overview in Chapter One of this dissertation 
and integrated it with the historical overview of PC. 

” Thave translated the Italian “ragione di essere” as “ratio of being”. 
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genus and necessitates a dialectic between the pure perfections 
proper to species’ genus and the ratio of being. This dialectical 
ascension also involves a transition from physical contrariety (and 
the opposition between the terms of movement) to metaphysical 
contrariety (the opposition-distinction of various degrees of 
perfection). 


[2] In relation to transcendental participation, the method of 
metaphysical reflection involves the demonstration of the real 
distinction between essence and esse. Here Fabro deals with the 
apprehension of esse from the angle of the participation of 
perfections and formalities in esse. Two lines of resolution are 
distinguished: an initial, more abstract, formal resolution of the 
essence which ultimately terminates in “esse maximum formale’’; 
a subsequent, more concrete and real metaphysical reflection on 
esse, Which terminates in Jpsum Esse Subsistens. 


Part Three of NMP is entitled the “Interior Expansion and Content of the 
Thomistic Notion of Participation” and considers the difference and relation 
between natural and supernatural participations’. This part concludes with a 
section on “The Thomistic Notion of Participation”, in which we find a 
quasi-definition of participation and a synthesis of the principal modes of 
participation (VMP, 303-324). The Conclusion of NMP, entitled “Platonism 
and Aristotelianism: the Originality of the Thomistic Synthesis” (NMP, 325- 
347), has a final section which opens up to the problem of the relationship 
between causality and participation, a problem taken up fully in 
Partecipazione e Causalita (1954-1961). In the Conclusion, there are only a 
few indirect references to metaphysical method and the methodological 
priority of participation over the distinction between act and potency. 

I have divided this section on the method of metaphysical reflection in 
NMP according to the outline of Fabro’s work. In particular we will look at: 
intensive metaphysical abstraction (2.1); predicamental participation and 
dialectical ascension and (2.2); transcendental participation and the 
demonstration of the real distinction (2.3); and the methodological priority 
of participation over act in the Thomistic synthesis (2.4). 


® See C. FABRO, NMP, 263-301. For a development of this theme, see M. 
Sanchez Sorondo’s doctoral dissertation, directed by Fabro: La gracia como 
participacion de la naturaleza divina seguin Santo Tomds de Aquino, Universidad 
Pontificia de Salamanca, Salamanca 1979. 
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2.1 Intensive metaphysical abstraction 


Over the years, the section of NMP on metaphysical abstraction has 
received much attention by Fabro’s fellow Thomists’*. This is because it 
outlines some of the noetical and epistemological aspects of our 
metaphysical knowledge of the act of being, one of the more debated topics 
in twentieth-century Thomism. 

Fabro begins the section by explaining the objectivity proper to 
Aristotelian science and the nature of intellectual abstraction, both of which 
seem to exclude the need for participation. Aristotle and Plato, Fabro 
explains, agree that the object of knowledge is “extra animam’ and that the 
universal is what is intelligible; they differ, though, as regards the mode of 
being proper to this object. For Plato, this object of knowledge has a “real” 
state of universality; for Aristotle, the essence (td ti Hv civat) is presented 
in universali to the knower. For Aristotle, it is the individual that is truly 
real and, in turn, is called first substance. Because the universals are the 
constitutive elements of science and the universal does not exist “separated” 
in the real sense but is only “mentally separated”, human knowledge is said 
to abstract “what is intelligible from what is sensible’, “the specific nature 
from individuals”, or “form from matter””>. A specific, abstract formality 
expresses a given mode of being and nothing more; it does not say if in fact 
it exists or how it is found in the individuals. To come to these 
determinations (if the formality exists and how it is) anew mental process is 
required, a process which does not pertain to the spontaneous, abstractive 
power of the mind, but rather to the reflexive power of the mind. As such, 
the intellect is not limited to merely “receiving” the objective datum of 
things, but can also contemplate and reflect on that same data’®. 


™ See E. FONTANA, Fabro all’Angelicum, 76-114; R. MCINERNY, “Esse ut 
Actus Intensivus in the writings of Cornelio Fabro”, Proceedings of The American 
Catholic Philosophical Association 38 (1964), 137-142; R. LAVERDIERE, Le 
principe de causalité, 201-205; H. JOHN, “The Emergence of the Act of Existing in 
Recent Thomism’, 602-611; L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 265-284; E.B. 
PORCELLONI, “Dalla metafisica dell’atto alla verita dell’essere nel realismo 
tomistico”, 76-81. 

® See C. FABRO, NMP, 128. 

7 See C. FABRO, NMP, 128-129. The intellect, then, returns to the origins of 
the idea, to the images (phantasmata) from which it was grasped and through the 
images conjoins itself to the concrete singulars: this is the conversio ad 
phantasmata. Fabro describes this conversio as follows: “It is by this conversio that 
the intellect can take into account how the abstract formality is found in the 
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In light of this, a dilemma arises regarding participation: if science 
concerns universals and is indifferent to the universal’s inferiors, what place 
does the participation of inferiors in universals have in scientia? To answer 
this question, Fabro notes that it is important to distinguish “first intention” 
formalities from “second intention” formalities. He writes: 


The (metaphysical) formality obtained in the ‘first intention’ of formal 
abstraction does not pose any new problem since in se [the formality] is 
indifferent to the inferiors in which it is realized: nothing says if the 
formality could be called a ‘whole’ or a ‘part’ since the inferiors in this 
consideration are not immediately present, since by definition they are the 
terminus a quo of this abstraction”. 


However, the logical formality — the second intention of total abstraction — 
does present the problem of participation insofar as the second intention 
presents itself as a “universal whole” and a “common notion” in which the 
particulars are said to participate. Logical thought does not go beyond this 
observation and is not concerned with delving into the nature of this 
participation. The logical notion is called a “totality”, but this totality is sui 
generis since it is completely present in each one of the participants. Fabro 
notes, that it is in this complete immanence of the universal formality in the 
inferiors that we find the essence of Aristotle’s reaction to the Platonic 
position of the real transcendence of the universal. Namely, while for Plato 
the universal is only predicated of the individual per participationem, 


concrete and thus obtain the objectivization of that indifferent content that it has of 
the abstract universal in se. Yet there is more: our mind can, from this conversion, 
move to the formal content, and, retaining in se the knowledge of the particulars, 
can compare them to the formal ratio; this ratio, then, no longer appears 
indifferent, absolute, but rather ‘relative’, in the sense that it is found to be the 
‘common’ ratio by which particulars can receive an identical formal denomination. 
When I say ‘humanity’, this term can have two meanings: it can indicate that mode 
of being = rational animal, distinct from the other modes of being (metaphysical 
universal), or can indicate the ratio that is ‘common’ to all those particulars, or 
better put, singulars, that are said to be ‘common’. This is the universal kat’ ov 
or logical universal, that as such is found only in the mind and that has its formal 
ratio in the comparative process that has prepared it; each singular has its own 
nature, that is incommunicable, but it is found by the intellect to be ‘similar’ to 
those of the other particulars, hence the intellect sees it, as formal ratio, 
communicated and communicable” (NMP, 129). 
™ C. FABRO, NMP, 133. 
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Aristotle holds that there is no “separate man” and that only concrete 

individuals exist: Socrates is not more or less a man than Callias is. They are 

equally men, and “where there is equality there cannot be participation”. 
Based on this, Fabro makes three conclusions about the problem of 


participation: 


[1] The problem of participation does not and cannot arise within the 
realm of univocal, formal thought which is consequent upon total 
and formal abstraction; 

[2] As a result, the relationships proper to participation “should have 
their source elsewhere, hence, rigorously speaking the relationships 
of participation can never be predicated in the first mode ‘dicendi 
per se’”””; 

[3] “The problem of participation is only posed on the metaphysical 
level of the act of being. According to the abstractions mentioned 
above the intellect grasps the formality of being but is not aware of 
and does not take into account the ontological marrow of things’®”, 


Even though abstraction seems to leave the individuals aside — since it 
liberates the universal from the individuating notes of the subsisting 
individual — the universal formality does not lose all contact with them: “It 
is through this contact that the mind maintains with the singular in the first 
abstraction of the metaphysical universal that the logical universal (in the 
second abstraction) can come about, referring itself to the singulars, and be 
predicated of them’®!. This gives rise to three possible movements of the 


”* C. FABRO, NMP, 133. 

ire FABRO, NMP, 133. The four modes of predication per se are: 1) when 
the predicate expresses either the (essential) definition of the subject, or a part of 
the definition, namely the genus or the specific difference (“man is a rational 
animal’’); 2) when the predicate express a property of the subject (“man is able to 
laugh’); 3) when the predicate does not say something about something, but only 
declares the name of the subject “this” (“this is Socrates”); 4) when the proposition 
designates a relationship of causality (‘‘a lit candle is consumed”) the fact of 
consummation is conducible to having been lit as to its cause. 

*° C. FABRO, NMP, 134. With this point, I do not think Fabro is denying the 
problem of predicamental participation, which does not directly consider the real 
composition of essence and actus essendi, but rather involves individuals, species, 
genera, matter, form, substance and accidents. 

*' C. FABRO, NMP, 135. 
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human intellect*?: in the first movement, we abstract the universal from 
singular individuals; in the second movement — due to the sensitive- 
intellectual nature of human knowledge — our intellect is able to move from 
the universal (man) back to the individual (this man, Socrates); in a third 
movement, the intellect can move beyond these and confront the universal 
obtained in formal abstraction with the individual’s act of being®’, 

Fabro calls this third movement of comparison between the 
individual’s form and their act of being a “dialectic” and holds that it ends 
in the ratio of being™*, Fabro then compares and contrasts formal thought 
with real (metaphysical) thought and their common quest for “order” amid 
inequality. Formal abstraction finds equality among particulars and satisfies 
the mind by achieving “order”; metaphysical reflection, on the other hand, 
confronts the varying “unequal” universals with the act of being and seeks 
order within the new inequality. Metaphysical reflection confronts this new 
inequality, and sees levels of coordination and subordination: it is here that 


* See C. FABRO, NMP, 135. 

83 See C. FABRO, NMP, 135. This third movement of confronting the 
universal with the individual’s act of being is explained by Fabro as follows: while 
in the first movement, the intellect “confronted individuals with the formal ratio, 
and grasped the logical ratio, now it can confront the formal ratio in reference to 
the act of being found in individuals”. 

** See C. FABRO, NMP, 135: “It is interesting to note that all the cognitive 
powers of the soul collaborate in this process, since, in fact, this process is 
accomplished by a comparative process between the (abstract) predicamental 
formality and the act of being, which the soul manages to touch [attingere] with 
two different faculties, sense and intellect. This abstraction terminates in the ratio 
of being; and because of the way in which this abstraction comes about (which, by 
now, we can definitely call ‘metaphysical’ ), the ratio of being is the most abstract 
[ratio], as well as that which most greatly makes us know the reality which it is in 
se. In fact, in the comparative process between the abstract formality and the act of 
being, the intellect is struck by the fact, that while the formality is uniform and 
identical in its content in the abstract, when considered, on the contrary, according 
to the real act of being, it is extremely varied and full of tones and colors. Seen, 
therefore, under the intelligible angle of the act of Being, each singular and 
particular in fact realizes the abstract ratio in a diverse way, and no longer ex 
aequo: ‘Non enim in diversis singularibus est aliqua natura una numero, quae 
possit dici species. Sed intellectus apprehendit ut unum id in quo omnia inferiora 
conveniunt. Et sic in apprehensione intellectus, species fit indivisibilis, quae 
realiter est diversa in diversis individuis’ (in X Metaph., lect. 1, n. 1930)”. 
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the notion of participation comes into play®. In this way, metaphysical 
reflection ends in the ratio of being by means of a dialectical process of 
contrast®®, 

At this point, Fabro distinguishes how the “ratio of esse” is grasped 
from how ens as primum cognitum is grasped, and holds that the initial 
notion of ens is obtained by formal abstraction and that the “ratio of esse” is 
grasped through dialectical reflection*’: 


Under the psychological aspect one knows that the first notion that the intellect 
forms is that of ens and that it is a notion obtained by formal abstraction; but 
this is the most imperfect and confused notion and indicates the beginning and 


*®° C. FABRO, NMP, 136: “In the place of the limpid vision of the abstract 
formal thought, a less limpid one follows, yet it is more consistent and objective, it 
is one that we can say is of ‘real’ thought. While through formal thought the mind, 
with the affirmed equality of the particulars, quickly achieved a satisfying vision of 
‘order’ with respect to the whole, — which permitted it to move at its convenience 
to the ulterior knowledge of the essence — metaphysical abstraction, on the 
contrary, places it immediately before inequality and disorder. The mind, though, 
lives on order and for this reason, metaphysical abstraction poses for it the problem 
of finding order within the inequality, of showing that we are not dealing with an 
inequality which is an anarchy of elements, but which is [an inequality] of 
coordination and subordination. It is at this moment that the notion of participation 
presents itself”. 

ae FABRO, NMP, 136: “Even the act of being, which is the end of 
theoretical reflection and which is called the object of metaphysics insofar as it 
becomes the object of intellectual consideration, is, in the end, an abstract, notional 
ratio, what is more, as we have said, it is the most abstract ratio; but we need to 
note that we are dealing with a completely new reflection, which cannot be reduced 
to those already noted, formal and total. The ratio of being, due to its maximum 
generality, seems to be consequent to total abstraction — so thought Scotus — but 
this is evidently a deviation from Aristotle’s though, which demonstrates that the 
ratio of being cannot be considered as a genus, be this even a supreme genus 
(Metaph, B, 3, 998b, 21-27). In fact, if the ratio of ens were a genus, it would have 
to be intrinsically determined by the addition of differences that divide it into 
specific notions [ragioni]; to do this, the differences would have to be formally 
extrinsic to being, just as rational and irrational are extrinsic to animal — yet outside 
being there is non-being, hence the ratio of being remains intrinsic to any 
formality. The ratio of being cannot be reduced to total abstraction either, which 
before was presented by us’’. 

*7 Fabro moves away from this position in later works and prefers to speak of 
this initial notion as being obtained by an apprehension and not an abstraction. 
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awaking of the intellectual life; by comparison, the notion of esse which 
commands the development of metaphysics is at the opposite pole of thought, 
insofar as it appears at its most important stage. 

The reflection that gives rise to the metaphysical notion of esse, as was said, 
is conditioned by formal abstraction and total abstraction and makes its 
problems explicit then, in a different way, by means of a true dialectic, which 
is developed by a process of contrast, as compared with that of simplification 
operated by logic (cfr. In I Sent., Dist. 19, q. 5, a. 2 ad 1 = analogy). All beings 
converge in this: in having their own ratio of being, but the notion says nothing 
more, since in the concrete, each being has its own mode of being, which is 
distinct and different from all others: “esse uniusciusque est ei proprium et 
distinctum ab esse cuiuslibet alterius rei” (De Potentia, q. 7, a. 3 ad 2), 


The dialectical reflection that obtains the ratio of esse concerns the 
commonness of being (esse) and the real diversity of the modes of being®. 
Accordingly, being (esse) is requires a limiting and specifying principle, the 
essence, to account for the diversity. 

The dialectic proper to metaphysical reflection, then, consists in 
comparing the different modes of being to one another: for example, the 
difference between being a plant, being an animal and being a man. While it 
is obvious that one mode of being is not convertible with another, all of the 
modes are “of being”, all of them are finite and are in a certain way and not 
in another. Continuing the dialectical reflection, “I understand, by the light 
of the ratio of being, that this limitation that being receives in the concrete, 


88 C. FABRO, NMP, 136-137. 

* See C. FABRO, NMP, 137: “It has been said that the ratio of ens is the first 
that is presented to the mind. With the progress of knowledge this is subject to all 
those particular determinations that correspond to the various beings or modes of 
being; in this moment metaphysical reflection can intervene, which is attached to 
the ratio of ens, insofar as it is criteria and light (formale quo) to determine the 
“ontological” value of those determinations. It is in metaphysical reflection, then, 
that we notice that, even though the mind can progress to the most varied and rich 
determinations, the notion of ens remains completely ‘transcendent’, namely, it 
remains ever inexhaustible and still open to the other determinations, because 
everything can be comprehended in the sphere of its intelligible ‘irradiation’. It 
follows that the ‘notion of ens’ indicates a perfection and a formality which is 
superior to all perfections and formalities, to which it is applied; being a plant, 
being a donkey, being a man, refer to particular modes of being, and one is not 
convertible with the other. And yet all are “of being’; but they are all finite, and for 
this reason, each can be said to be beside the others, since it is being in one way to 
the exclusion of the others”. 
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is not due to being, insofar as it is being, but only to the determined 
formality to which it is united and which specifies it’. Here, Fabro 
introduces a new term, that of “synopsis”, to refer to the mind’s action with 
respect to the apprehension of the ratio of being: 


THUS, if now I have the various modes in which the act of being is actuated 
in the concrete and particular co-present in the mind, and IJ make in my mind 
a kind of “Synopsis”, I can have the idea of “supreme formality” of Being, 
which is the synthesis and “absolute totality” with regard to all the particular 
formalities”. 


At this point, Fabro distinguishes three progressive notions of being: 
confused, proportional and terminal. This is the first of Fabro’s texts which 
refer to this threefold progression in forming the notion of being”. They 
correspond to what in later works are known as an initial notion of being, a 
structural or methodological notion of being proper to metaphysics and the 
intensive notion of being obtained at the end of metaphysics: 


While the confused being of ordinary reflection is the point of departure for 
thought, and the proportional notion of being is formal object of metaphysics, 
which determines the position and the development of problems, this last 
notion of Being, is signaled as a term of metaphysical induction, which 
together poses ulterior problems. This ratio of Being, is no longer something 
confused and indeterminate, but has in se a completely intelligible content, 
moreover, since it means the fullness of actuality, it is the fullness of 
intelligibility. In relation to this, all the other modes of being, from the more 
universal to the more particular, appear as constrictions and partial negations, 
which are more or less degraded according to their more or less proximity to 
Being, through the negation of the imperfections and limits”. 


With the “terminal” or “intensive” ratio of being, order is once again 
achieved: the intellect sees the world as a rational harmony of beings. Fabro 
mentions that this process is called “intensive abstraction” since it stands in 
Opposition to total, “extensive” abstraction. It is called “intensive” since the 
perfections of the inferiors are not set aside in the ratio of being, but rather, 


” C. FABRO, NMP, 137. 

*! C. FABRO, NMP, 137. 

* Tt should be noted that these early texts tend to mix metaphysical progress 
in understanding ens with understanding esse and vice versa. In more mature texts, 
ens and esse are clearly distinguished. 

* C. FABRO, NMP, 138. 
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in a certain sense, unified within it’’. Fabro explains this “unification” as 
follows: 


Referred to this eminent ratio, all the beings and the various modes of being 
are presented, can be presented, to the mind in their full and definitive 
objectivity. The plant, the horse, man are living beings; but life in the horse has 
a more perfect mode of being than in the plant, and in man, a more perfect 
mode of being than both; but also the mode of living of man remains limited, 
as whatever mode of living which is not Life itself remains limited. The ratio 
“Life” thus appears as a “formal totality’ of which the various manifestations 
that are found in nature are like “degradations”, “participations” in the 
metaphysical sense of the word”’. 


With respect to the meaning of “ratio of being” in relation to intensive 
metaphysical abstraction, Romera’s reflections in Pensar el ser are helpful. 
He writes: 


For Cornelio Fabro, the ratio of being is initially achieved in the primum 
cognitum and accompanies the intellectual development of the subject. 
Metaphysical reflection acquires, by means of the comparison we described, a 
more detailed determination of the ratio of being, seeing how all beings agree 
in having being, but that this is diversified according to the ratio of being 
proper to each being. The diversification to which Cornelio Fabro refers cannot 
be other than the dispersion of formal univocity in the sphere of esse essentiae. 
The act of being to which he has been refereeing is not, evidently, Thomistic 
actus essendi to which we have not yet arrived, but simply real exercised 


4 See C. FABRO, NMP, 138: “Under this point of view, the entire intellectual 
vision of the world is transformed and is order to form a king of “rational 
harmony” of beings. One could call this process, as some modern author does, 
integrative abstraction [M. De Munnynk], even if the terms to abstract - to 
integrate, under the epistemological aspect, seem to exclude each other. Perhaps 
one would be better to call it INTENSIVE abstraction, in opposition to total, 
extensive abstraction inasmuch as the notion (of being) to which one comes, does 
not leave aside any of the positive perfections of the inferiors, but tends to seem 
them all unified together”. See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 281: “El dinamismo 
intelectual metafisico tiene su culmen en la abstraccién-reflexi6n intensiva, 
Operaci6n que se denomina abstracci6n porque tiene como correlato un objeto 
nuevo, la razén de ser plena; intensiva, porque integra todas las perfecciones, 
superandolas intensivamente’’. 

* See C. FABRO, NMP, 138: 
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being, actuated by the singular: act of being will correspond to the 
metaphysical consideration of the existential plane”’. 


In this way, Romera evidences some of the difficulties that stem from the 
Neo-Scholastic influence on Fabro’s theory. Anticipating somewhat one of 
our conclusions, Fabro changes three aspects of the theory we have traced 
up until now: 1) Fabro replaces the term “abstraction” with that of 
“reflection”; 2) Fabro abandons the term “ratio of being”, preferring instead 
to speak of “formal, intensive esse’, “actus essendi’, “ipsum esse’; 3) Fabro 
abandons the Scholastic distinction between esse essentiae and esse 
existentiae as being foreign to Thomistic thought. The presence of all three 
terms in the various editions of NMP (abstraction, ratio of being and esse 
essentiae) make its correct interpretation rather difficult. 

As previously mentioned, Fabro holds that Aquinas did not leave a 
detailed explanation of the dialectical path of intensive metaphysical 
abstraction-reflection. Fabro takes the few indications left by St. Thomas 
and develops them within a metaphysics of participation. Fabro indicates 
that one of the passages of metaphysical reflection moves from the 
individual’s participation in a species to the transcendental perfections, and 
that this passage can be called a “dialectical ascension” which is effected 
though intensive metaphysical “abstraction”: 


St. Thomas isn’t worried so much about offering a theory in actu signato of 
how in reality intensive abstraction is done. Judging from the examples, one can 
say in general that dialectical ascension, operated by intensive metaphysical 
“abstraction””’, makes the mind pass from species to genera, and from inferior 
genera to superior genera and to transcendentals. But so that the intensive 
abstraction achieves the eminence of perfection and not only the extension of 
predication, there is not a dialectical ascension for all the differences with 


regard to any genus”. 


The dialectical reflection on the predicamental, univocal participation of the 
species in a genus entails seeing how the “nature” of the genus is more 
perfect than the nature of the specific difference. In this case, the specific 


Poles ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 279. 

*7 In the 1950 edition of NMP, Fabro replaces abstraction with “separation” 
based on Geiger’s article on In Boethii De Trinitate, g. 5, a. 3. Likewise, the 1963 
replaces the other two uses of abstraction with “reflection”. 

sn OF FABRO, NMP, 138. I assume Fabro means “transcendental perfections” 
and not the “transcendentals” (unum, verum, bonum, etc.). 
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difference is seen as limiting or constricting the “intensive perfection” of the 
genus”. In this way, the species are intrinsically ordered according to 
different degrees of perfection: there is a minimum, there are intermediates 
and there is a maximum. The maximum, as we will in Fabro’s 1954 article 
on the Fourth Way (p. 410), is the principle of order and measure for the 
others and implies the notion of transcendental, analogous, causal 
participation. 

Having expounded his thought on metaphysical abstraction, Fabro 
returns to the initial problem with which he began the section: the notion of 
participation and the Platonic and Aristotelian demand for the objectivity of 
scientific thought. As we have seen, the problem touches on _ the 
determination of the relationship between the abstract (formalities; ratio of 
esse) and the concrete (the individual). The Platonic solution, Fabro writes, 
magnifies the abstract and converts the concrete into a mere likeness of the 
abstract. The Aristotelian solution magnifies the concrete, giving 
importance to nature and sensitive knowledge. For Aristotle, however, 
science deals with the abstract and universal and not with the concrete. 
Science is founded on a mental abstraction in reference to the form of the 
object in general, and not a real one, since being is of the singular which is 
the object of experience. Thus, the abstraction characteristic of science 
(physics) always leaves behind the “residue” of the act of being which must 
be resolved if a foundation of intelligibility is to be had. In first philosophy, 
the creature’s act of being is ultimately “founded” by means of the notion of 


* See De Veritate, q. 12, a. 12: “In so far as the nature of the species is 
concerned, that in which the difference formally constituting the species exists 
more nobly, always participates more perfectly in the nature of the species. But, 
absolutely speaking, sometimes that in which the nature of the genus is more 
perfect is more noble and sometimes that in which the nature of the difference 
exists more perfectly is more noble. For, since the difference adds some perfection 
to the nature of the genus, the excellence which comes from the difference makes 
the thing more noble absolutely. [...] However, when the difference implies a 
certain imperfection, then that which has the nature of the genus more completely 
is more noble absolutely”. An example of this “intensive abstraction” and 
“dialectical ascension” is found in I-II, q. 18, a. 7 ad 3, in which Thomas responds: 
“Difference is compared to genus as form to matter, inasmuch as it makes the 
genus to be in act. On the other hand, the genus is considered as more formal than 
the species, inasmuch as it is something more absolute and less contracted. [...] 
And in this sense the genus is the formal cause of the species; and so much the 
more formal, as it is more universal’. 
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causal participation”. One of the points that Fabro will develop further on 
in NMP is the correspondence between the abstract (the ratio of being) and 
the concrete (the act of being). 


In summary, we have seen that Fabro’s intensive metaphysical 
abstraction-reflection is configured as a dialectical comparison which 
ultimately ends in the “ratio of being” or the “intensive notion of being”. In 
the apprehension of esse, the mind is required to make a kind of “synopsis” 
which maintains in a com-present fashion the various modes in which the 
act of being is actuated in the concrete. This synopsis affords us the idea of 
being as a supreme formality-synthesis and absolute totality with respect to 
all other formalities. In this section, Fabro hints at the fact that the path that 
arrives to this supreme formality implies the notion of participation and 
understanding the role of essence with respect to the commonness of esse. 

Having investigated these gnoseological aspects of Fabro’s method of 
intensive metaphysical abstraction (reflection), we turn now to two 
instances of metaphysical reflection: one concerning predicamental 
participation, the other concerning transcendental participation. Both 
participations are considered in NMP from a static-structural perspective 
and not a dynamic-causal perspective. 


2.2 Predicamental participation and dialectical ascension 


Up to this point in NMP Fabro has outlined the need to confront 
formalities and perfections with the ratio of being or the individual’s act of 
being. The previous section outlined some of the gnoseological or noetical 
aspects of the problem and how metaphysical reflection involves a 
dialectical comparison of abstract formalities and concrete reality — one of 


' C. FABRO, NMP, 140-141: “First philosophy presents it as the ratio of 
being, which corresponds to the act of being. This is also an ‘abstract’, but not like 
other abstracts; it is an ‘intensive’ abstract that cannot be comprehended in its 
content unless it is seen in relation to the concrete in which it is realized, from 
which, therefore, one can never abstract completely. Here the intellect is satisfied 
in having achieved the foundation of intelligibility; yet, at the same time, a new 
demand arises, that of founding ‘being’ itself, as such: to resolve this problem, 
which is the fundamental metaphysical problem, the (Platonic) notion of 
participation is invoked in Thomistic Aristotelianism’’. 
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the key problems of predicamental participation. In this section, we will 
look more specifically at metaphysical method in relation to this 
predicamental participation. Fabro calls this method a “dialectical 
ascension”. As we saw earlier in Chapter One, Fabro uses the term 
“predicamental participation” (in the static-structural sense) to denote the 
first two “modes” of participation found in In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, 
lectio 2: 


By “predicamental participation” I intend that in which both terms of the 
relation, participated and participant, remain in the field of finite ens and 
substance (predicaments). In the Commentary to De Hebdomadibus, two 
modes of this are recalled: one that is notional-formal and one that is real; and 
each of these modes has been presented under two forms: A = the species 
participated in the genus and the individual in the species; B = Matter 
participates in the Form and the subject (the substance) participates in the 


Fabro chooses not to look individually at the two “modes” of participation 
and their two “forms” — which, he says, would be too long and even perhaps 
betray the unitary vision that the problem requires. Rather he proposes to 
move back and forth from one mode to another without following a pre- 
determined order. 

This approach seems to be what Fabro has in mind when he writes 
that the Platonic couplet of participant-participated has a greater “heuristic” 
value for the discussion and investigation of metaphysical problems. The 
Aristotelian couplet of act-potency, in contrast, is more apt for the 
systemization of the conclusions'”’. This distinction possibly explains one 
of the differences between NMP (1939) and Metaphysica (1948-1949) with 
regard to the first stages of metaphysical reflection: the former follows a 
more Platonic approach based on the notion of participation and starts from 
the individual and the problem of multiplicity, the latter follows a more 
Aristotelian approach based on the couplet of act-potency and starts from 
the problem of movement and the first division of ens into substance and 
accidents. Both approaches, however, eventually conclude in an ulterior 
stage of metaphysical reflection in the affirmation of a distinction between 
essence and esse in finite beings'”’. 


'°l ©, FABRO, NMP, 143. 

' See C. FABRO, NMP, 340. 

'03 Tt remains to be seen what Fabro thinks the status of this affirmation is in 
this first stage of metaphysical reflection — for example, whether or not one is able 


264 


CHAPTER TWO: THE DIALECTIC OF PARTICIPATION 


In the paragraphs that follow, I will focus on metaphysical reflection 
as a dialectical ascension from the individual’s participation in a species to 
the genus’s participation in the perfections that are proper to it. I will 
concentrate primarily on those texts where Fabro speaks about the transition 
from one stage of metaphysical reflection to the next. The overall structure 
of the exposition is following: 


[1] first, Fabro moves from the problem of the “logical” or “formal- 
notional” participations of individual-species and species-genus to 
the problem of real composition and multiplicity: matter-form, 
substance-accidents (subsections 1, 2 and 3); 

[2] second, this movement is followed by a transition from the problem 
of physical contrariety — the opposition of terms of movement — to 
the problem of metaphysical contrariety — the varying degrees of 
perfection (section 4); 

[3] third, Fabro moves from the problem of predicamental (univocal) 
participation (substance-accidents, matter-form) to that of 
transcendental (analogical) participation (in the pure perfections, 


transcendental perfections and, ultimately, esse) (section 5 and 6) 104 


1) Participation as convenience in the definition. Fabro begins his 
exposition with the meaning and role of participation in the “logical 
relations of the predicamental order”. This first section (NMP, 143-148) has 
two goals: first, interpreting and harmonizing Aristotle’s and St. Thomas’s 
apparently contradictory texts on the possibility of “logical participation” or 
“formal-notional participation”; second, establishing the need to find a real 
foundation for logical participations. 

With regard to the first goal, several of Aquinas’s texts explicitly 
affirm that there is a relation of participation between the individual and its 
species and between the species and its genus. St. Thomas writes: 


When something receives in a particular way that which pertains to another in 
a universal way it is said to participate in it, as man is said to participate in 


to affirm a real distinction or only a distinction of reason between essence and 
esse, and whether one can determine esse as esse ut actus or only as esse in actu 
(the being-in-act of the essence). 

'* For a brief summary of Fabro’s thought on predicamental participation, 
please refer back to Chapter One (3.3). 
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animal, since it does not have the notion of animal according to all [its] 


: Tots : «105 
community; and, for the same reason, Socrates participates in humanity ~. 


Whatever is predicated univocally of several things belongs by participation to 
each of the things of which it is predicated: for the species is said to participate 


the genus, and the individual the species’. 


Both of these participations (individual-species; species-genus) are found in 
Aristotle’s Topics. According to Fabro, the notion of participation is 
presented in the Topics as: “the fundamental relationship, according to 
which the three predicables, which converge in the formation of the 
definition, are linked or opposed: genus and difference as parts, species as 
the resulting whole’”’'”’, Fabro points out that, in logic, being (esse) is given 
by means of intelligibility and that intelligibility is expressed in the 
definition. Thus, “logical participation” refers to the receiving in se of the 
definition proper to the participated. For example, the individual “Socrates” 
receives in se the definition proper to the species “man” (rational animal). 
Likewise, the genus does not receive the species, but rather the species 
receives the definition proper to the genus. 

With this initial premise, Fabro considers the problem first in terms of 
participation and then in terms of predication. In terms of participation, the 
consequences are fourfold: 


[1] The genus does not receive the definition from the species and 
cannot participate in that which is said of the genus (“‘animal” does 
not participate in “man’”); 

[2] The species receives its definition from the genus and participates in 
the genus (““man” participates in “animal”); 

[3] That which is found in the genus can participate in one of the species 
of the genus. Thus, the individual (“Socrates”) participates directly 


'5 In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2: “Quando aliquid particulariter 
recipit id quod ad alterum pertinet, universaliter dicitur participare illud; sicut 
homo dicitur participare animal, quia non habet rationem animalis secundum totam 
communitatem; et eadem ratione Socrates participat hominem”. 

'6 Summa contra Gentiles, 1, ch. 32: “Omne quod de pluribus praedicatur 
univoce, secundum participationem cuilibet eorum convenit de quo praedicatur: 
nam species participare dicitur genus, et individuum speciem”’. 

'°” C. FABRO, NMP, 144. 
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in its species (“man”) and indirectly in the common genus 
“animal”)!°°. 

[4] The difference (“rationality”), however, is not said to participate in 
the genus (“animal”). 


In terms of predication, the species and the difference cannot be 
predicated of the genus, yet the genus can be predicated of the species. For 
example, we do not say, “An animal is an ox”, but rather, “An ox is an 
animal”. This is because the genus “animal” has a greater notional extension 
than the species or the difference. Consequently, from the formal point of 
view, the three predicables are not identical; really, however, they are 
“identified” with the things which have the difference’””. 

Fabro concludes that logical participation refers to “a dependence in 
the conceptual order of the ‘secundae intentiones’ of total abstraction”!!”. 
This dependence concerns the comprehension of the less universal and 
determined (man) within the more universal and undetermined (animal). 
Thus, when the mind abstracts the universal in total abstraction: “the 
character of totality and the notion of the excedence of the superior over the 
inferior are provided by the degree of the extension of the formality which is 
predicated. Therefore, the more the formality is expressed in an 
indeterminate way, the greater is its extension” !!!, 

Unlike his Topics, Aristotle’s Metaphysics does not consider the 
relationship between the predicables insofar as they are secundae 
intentiones, but rather in relation to the mode of being proper to things in 
themselves. For example, in Metaphysics, Z, 12, Aristotle looks at the unity 
of real being and substance and how the definition of this substantial reality, 
even though it is composed of elements, has a unified meaning. Aristotle 
considers the difference between “homo (est) albus” and “animal bipes’’. In 
the first proposition, we are dealing with an accidental predication, where 
“homo” and “albus” express distinct “realities”. The second proposition 


108 See C. FABRO, NMP, 145. Fabro summarizes these first three as follows: 
“The genus is not susceptible to any participation; the species participates only in 
the genus; and the individual has a twofold participation in one and the other”. 

' See C. FABRO, NMP, 145: Fabro writes that this “step is important since 
it reflects the very essence of Aristotelianism in this field, and since (perhaps) it 
serves as the key to understanding the different way Aristotle speaks in the 
Metaphysics”. 

''® ©. FABRO, NMP, 145. 

'' C. FABRO, NMP, 145-146. 
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“animal bipes” merely indicates the substance and expresses only one 
formality. Both express a unity, but do so in different ways: “homo” 
(subject) and “albus” (accidental form) are united according to 
participation, for the subject “homo” participates in the accidental formality 
“albus”; the unity of genus and difference (animal bipes) is by “absolute 
identity”. Consequently, while in the Topics, “participation” is used in 
reference to the relationships between the elements of the definition of the 
essence, in the Metaphysics, the term “participation” seems to be reserved to 
accidental predication alone! 

Aquinas agrees with Aristotle that the opposition between genus and 
difference in logical thought cannot be real since neither has its own proper 
existence. St. Thomas writes: “In Aristotle’s view, which held that man 
truly is that which is animal (as though the essence of animal didn’t exist 
outside the differentia of man), nothing prevents what is said by 
participation from being predicated substantially”! !?, Aristotle, however, 
never clearly presented both relationships (man participating in animal; man 
substantially or essentially being an animal) in the same context — this is 
something that Aquinas does on his own. Jn Boethii De Hebdomadibus, 
Aquinas does not repeat the logical definition of participation of the Topics, 
but rather chooses a more metaphysical one''*. Comparing St. Thomas’s 
two texts which speak about the metaphysics of predicamental participation, 
Fabro notes that while in his commentary on De Hebdomadibus, St. 
Thomas’s text on predicamental participation is somewhat vague and the 
participation of “man” in “animal” can refer to either the intensive order of 
perfection or the extensive order of predication, in the Summa contra 
Gentiles this participation is explained according to the intensive order 
alone: 


Whatever is predicated univocally of several things belongs by participation 
to each of the things of which it is predicated: for the species is said to 
participate the genus, and the individual the species. But nothing is said of 
God by participation, since whatever is participated is determined to the mode 


'!? See C. FABRO, NMP, 147. 

3 lm Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 3: “Secundum sententiam Aristotelis, 
qui posuit quod homo vere est id quod est animal, quasi essentia animalis non 
existente praeter differentiam hominis; nihil prohibet, id quod per participationem 
dicitur, substantialiter praedicari”. 

4 See C. FABRO, NMP, 147. 
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of a participated thing, and thus is possessed partially and not according to 


: 115 
every mode of perfection ~. 


In light of these texts, Fabro concludes that a univocal notion can have a 
certain ontological intensity and it is this that permits an authentic 
participation’’®. At the same time, the foundation of such (univocal) 
predicamental participation has yet to be discovered. 

2) Predicamental participation and composition. To discover the 
(real) foundation of predicamental participation, Fabro starts by presenting a 
text of St. Thomas which seems to say the exact opposite of what was 
affirmed above in Summa contra Gentiles, I, ch. 32. The text is found in St. 
Thomas’s commentary on Book VII of the Metaphysics. St. Thomas writes: 
“A genus is not predicated of its species by participation but essentially; for 
man is an animal essentially and not merely something participating in 
animal, because man is truly an animal”'!’, Fabro notes that St. Thomas’s 
negation (in Commentary on the Metaphysics) and affirmation (in Summa 
contra Gentiles) of predicamental participation must involve two different 
aspects of the same subject and that these two aspects are the consequences 
of two different abstractions of our intellect: 1) a total abstraction which 
concerns formal esse; and 2) intensive metaphysical abstraction which 
concerns actus essendi. Genus and difference are two formalities abstracted 
from the same reality, thus one abstraction moves towards the generic 
formality; the second abstraction moves to the differential formality, which 
is constitutive of reality and which determines the genus''®. 

To understand this better, we should note that as parts of the 
definition, the specific difference and the genus are not the real parts of the 
substance, but rather indicate real parts of the thing that is defined. Thus, 
there is a correspondence in these abstract-concrete considerations: between 
the undetermined genus and the undetermined principle which is “matter” 
and between the specific difference and the form insofar as it indicates the 


"' Summa contra Gentiles, I, ch. 32. 

'' See C. FABRO, NMP, 148. 

"7 In VIT Metaph, lect. 3, n. 1328: “Genus autem non praedicatur de 
speciebus per participationem, sed per essentiam. Homo enim est animal 
essentialiter, non solum aliquid animalis participans. Homo enim est quod verum 
est animal”. 

"8 See C. FABRO, NMP, 149. NMP (1950) replaces ipsum esse with actus 
essendi. The second abstraction should be considered as “metaphysical reflection” 
even though the term “abstraction” was maintained in the 1963 version and 2005 
critical edition. 
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principle of actuality which makes the thing what it is and not another'!”. A 
genus contains its differences potentially, and in this way genus and 
difference are proportionate to matter and form'”®. The nature of the two 
compositions, however, is different: one composition (genus-difference) is 
conceptual, the other (matter-form) is real. In both, the undetermined 
“element” contains the ulterior determinations in potency, yet the 
determination occurs differently in both. St. Thomas writes: 


If in the case of genus and difference, then, one considers the principle from 
which each is derived, the genus is related to differences as matter is to forms. 
But if one considers them from the viewpoint of their designating the whole, 
then they are related in a different way. Yet this is common to both, namely, 
that just as the essence of matter is divided by forms, so too the nature of a 
genus is divided by differences. But both differ in this respect, that, while 
matter is contained in both of the things divided, it is not both of them. 
However, the genus is both of them; because matter designates a part, but the 


genus designates the whole’. 


Now he says this because matter is differentiated in one way by form, and 
genus is differentiated in another way by differences; for form is not matter 
itself but enters into composition with it. Hence matter is not the composite 
itself but is something belonging to it. But a difference is added to a genus, not 


as part to part, but as whole to whole'”. 


' See In VII Metaph., lect. 9, n. 1463: “Et inde est quod genus sumiter a 
materia, differentia a forma, species autem a materia et forma simul”. 

' See In VIII Metaph., lect. 2, n. 1697: “Et inde est quod genus habet 
differentias potestate, et quod genus et differentia proportionantur materiae et 
formae”’. 

"I In X Metaph, lect. 10, n. 2116: “Si ergo consideretur in genere et 
differentia id a quo utrumque sumitur, hoc modo genus se habet ad differentias, 
sicut materia ad formas. Si autem consideretur secundum quod nominant totum, sic 
aliter se habent. Hoc tamen commune est utrobique, quod sicut ipsa essentia 
materiae dividitur per formas, ita ipsa natura generis diversificatur per differentias. 
Sed hoc utrobique distat, quia materia est in utroque divisorum, non tamen est 
utrumque eorum; genus autem utrumque eorum est: quia materia nominat partem, 
genus autem totum”. 

122 In X Metaph, lect. 10, n. 2114: “Aliter diversificatur materia per formas et 
aliter genus per differentias. Forma enim non est hoc ipsum quod est materia, sed 
facit compositionem cum ea. Unde materia non est ipsum compositum, sed aliquid 
eius. Differentia vero additur generi non quasi pars parti, sed quasi totum toti”’. 
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Fabro concludes that: “For St. Thomas, the logical participation of species 
in a genus (and the individual in a species), is [...] the expression of a 
universal formality in a particular way”. The logical composition of genus 
and difference in a definition, then, has objective value to the degree that it 
reflects a real composition, by which the logical composition is 
metaphysically justified !**. 

3) Participation and real multiplicity. At this point, Fabro turns to the 
real, metaphysical foundation (the real composition of matter and form) of 
“formal-notional participation” and the question of the “metaphysical 
meaning of matter’. Predication by participation, Fabro notes, involves both 
identity and diversity: identity regards the formal aspect of the predication, 
diversity regards the real aspect. For example, from the formal perspective, 
all men participate in humanity in an identical fashion; however, from the 
real perspective, humanity is multiplied in every individual man. The real 
multiplicity of participants is the term from which (a quo) abstraction comes 
to the universal notion and acts as a real foundation for the objectivization 
of the notion in se and the predication of the notion per participationem 
with respect to the inferiors’. In this first moment of reflection, 
multiplicity is a fact from which one comes to the form or formality which 
explains the formal unity of what is multiple; however, in a second moment, 
the multiplicity characteristic of the real being of the formality becomes a 
problem. 

The problem concerns the metaphysical possibility of the real 
multiplicity of the species of a genus and the individuals of a species. The 
formal, universal notion — in and of itself — does not require being 
multiplied and communicated. If the formality is multiplied, this happens 
insofar as it is “communicated” or “participated” to several distinct 
“subjects”. Such a_ plurality of subjects should be intrinsically 
“indeterminate” and have a real capacity for the formality. This real 
potentiality or capacity does not pertain properly to the genus or species 
since they are “principles of knowledge” and not “principles of being”. In 
Aristotelianism, the real potency — which is a principle of being and the 
reason for predicamental multiplicity — is called “matter”. As well, “the 
existence of a real potency is the fundamental metaphysical condition of 


'* C. FABRO, NMP, 152. 

'4 C, FABRO, NMP, 152: “Formal-notional participation presupposes that, in 
nature, the formality’s esse is [...] constituted by a participated act (Form) and 
participant subject (Matter)”’. 

' See C. FABRO, NMP, 153. 
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multiplication, and therefore of participation itself 126 The generic formality 


is expanded in a multiplicity of “species” and thus requires an indeterminate 
“substrate” which is determinable by particular acts. Likewise, a multiplicity 
of individuals in the same species requires that the specific formality is 
received in really distinct subjects. Now, “being indeterminate” and “being a 
subject” are both proper to matter, yet the “common matter” of the genus is 
different than the “determinate matter” of the species: “Sicut compositum ex 
materia et forma determinata est species, ita compositum ex materia et 
forma communi est genus”'”", We are not, however, dealing with three 
distinct matters in nature (common matter, determinate matter, individuated 
matter) for only the individuated matter exists in reality. The “common 
matter” of the genus and of the sensible species does not indicate another 
real matter but rather connotes the individuated matter in universale. This is 
a “communitas secundum rationem” and not a real “communitas’. In this 
way the formal unity and real diversity of the genus and species are 
preserved: “The abstract, which is known by us, is found to be multiplied 
and diffused in the concrete (beings), each of which has a proper mode of 
being’!”*. This is the meaning of the notion of predicamental participation 
found in Summa contra Gentiles I, ch. 32. 

Fabro concludes this section on real composition and multiplicity by 
noting that these reflections on univocal, predicamental participation 
provide a solid, metaphysical foundation to Aristotle’s theory of 
hylemorphism. Aristotle came to the affirmation of the composition of 
matter and form through an analysis of natural becoming in the substantial 
order (substantial change: generation and corruption). Aristotle explained it 
on the basis of his theory of the four causes: final and efficient, formal (act) 
and material (potency). Fabro notes, however, that if we reduce the solution 
of the problem entirely to an application of the general theory of act and 
potency, then we risk falling into a vicious circle since the notions of act and 
potency are themselves grasped through “the metaphysical resolution of 
natural becoming”!”’. Thus, reflection on substantial generation is not the 
only way to deal with the problem. What is more, while it is difficult to 
show the universality of substantial change in the inorganic world, the fact 
of numeric multiplicity, he maintains, is more easily grasped as being 
universal. Furthermore, the propter quid reason of the composition of matter 


"6 C_ FABRO, NMP, 155. 
'°7 In VII Metaph., lect. 12, n. 1546. 
"8 C. FABRO, NMP, 156. 
°C FABRO, NMP, 158. 
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and form should be sought in the notion of participation — namely, in the 
problem of the multiplicity of participants in the same “formality” and the 
real diversity between their concrete modes of being'*”. 

4) Metaphysical contrariety secundum magis et minus. Fabro begins 
by noting that the above solution to the problem of multiplicity — positing 
“matter” as a principle of real potency — is still incomplete. A potency- 
principle such as matter is only the first condition of multiplication, but does 
not explain why the genus expands into many species and the species into 
many individuals. To come to the propter quid reason for multiplicity, we 
have to see that the species divides the genus, from the formal point of view, 
by means of an opposition of contrariety. Contrariety is the opposition 
proper to those things which have in common the same subject which is 
qualified by each thing in an exclusive way. For example, the genus is found 
to be multiplied and actuated in different species insofar as “common 
matter’ becomes “determined matter’ due to the fact that it is found here 
under a certain form (or difference) and is contrary to and excluded from the 
form that is over there. This contrariety of forms is not limited to the 
physical level, for, on the metaphysical level, this contrariety involves an 
opposition as diversity of degrees of perfection according to a magis et 
minus’ 

Fabro explains that, on the physical level, contrariety is evident in 
accidental changes (qualitative alteration, for example) and substantial 
changes (generation and corruption). Physical contrariety, however, does 
not suggest a dialectical movement that transcends the multiple and diverse: 
“In fact, from a rigorously formal point of view, one cannot reduce the 
opposition of physical contrariety to an opposition according to an 
opposition of more or less perfection in the order of being, as the dialectical 
resolution by means of the notion of participation demands”'*”. From the 
aspect of formal contrariety, movement does not imply perfection or 
imperfection per se; only in the metaphysical order is movement an 
imperfect act. From the physical point of view, such contraries as action and 
passion belong to the same level and one does not emerge over the other; 
the same goes for the change in form — one ceases when another begins. To 
proceed to the metaphysical level of being, one should consider movement 
insofar as it modifies the subject. Thus, we are no longer dealing merely 


130 See C. FABRO, NMP, 158. 
'31 See C. FABRO, NMP, 158-159. 
'32 C FABRO, NMP, 160. 
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with a succession of contraries, but rather with a succession of more or less 
perfect according to the ontological intensity of perfection’”?. 

On the metaphysical level, the contrary principles of movement can be 
considered as qualities which express a determined degree of perfection and, 
therefore, are ordered alongside the other qualities and perfections of being: 


Thus we can pass from ‘physical’ contrariety which is the opposition of two 
terms in relation to movement to ‘metaphysical’ contrariety as distinction 
according to a ‘magis et minus’ in the order of being. Considered under the 
point of view of being and of perfection, the contraries, which have different 


forms, should necessarily be unequal and one more perfect than the other’**, 


The multiplicity of being (different things, distinct individuals) implies 
inequality. This diversity can be ordered and, in turn, founds the 
intelligibility of the multiplicity. Thus, “metaphysical contrariety should be 
found in every creature”. This contrariety, on the metaphysical plane, 
retains a certain continuity with physical contrariety (concerned with 
becoming) and refers to the supreme ratio of being. The intellect is able to 
give order to the whole of the metaphysical world, since it finds a magis et 
minus of being everywhere it looks. Physical contrariety, then, from the 
formal point of view, does not imply excedence or eminence. It is only on 
the metaphysical plane that the magis et minus appears with regard to the 
terms of movement insofar as they are considered sub ratione entis'*° 

This magis et minus expresses the different degrees of realization of 
one same form which can be communicated or participated in various 
subjects or in the same subject (in different periods of time) according to a 
greater or lesser intensity of perfection. All of this still remains in the realm 
of univocal participation, but it is a univocity that is on the way to analogy. 
Namely, we are not dealing yet with the real diversity between forms, but 
with the diversity of the same form, as it is realized in diverse ways 
according to the conditions of the subject and the actuation of some of its 
accidental forms. To move from physical contrariety to metaphysical magis 
et minus we need to leave the circle of univocity. The magis et minus of 
accidental formalities are founded on the magis et minus of the substantial 


'3 “Tnter species unius generis una est naturaliter prior et perfectior altera” 
(Quodlibet. Il, q. 3, a. 6). See also In IIT Metaph., lect. 8, n. 438. 

'4 C. FABRO, NMP, 161. 

'®° C. FABRO, NMP, 162. 

'°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 162. 
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formalities'*’. Substantial formalities, then, are also ordered according to a 
magis et minus, but not as degrees of perfection of the same form, but as 
formal, indivisible, determinate acts that realize a mode of perfection 
according to a certain measure — insofar as they are seen to come closer in a 
more or less fashion to that which is the absolute perfection without limits. 
The magis et minus is found in every genus and, in some way, in every 
species, wherever there is contrariety or multiplicity. This is the principle of 
metaphysical distinction as such'**, Having come to the nature of 
metaphysical contrariety at the predicamental level, in the next section, 
Fabro will show how it opens up to analogical, transcendental participation. 
5) Predicamental participation as formal univocity and real analogy. 
Romera begins his summary of this section by recalling Fabro’s thought on 
the methodology of metaphysics: “The methodology proper to metaphysics 
is centered on the consideration of different aspects of reality in their real 
actuation, seeing them sub ratione entis. From it, one begins the process that 
[Fabro] calls intensive abstraction’”!?. By means of intensive abstraction, 
one can make a synopsis of all the forms and degrees of being and obtain the 
intensive notion of being — the logical-metaphysical synolon of all the 
manifestations of being in relation to which every form or degree is nothing 
but a participation’*°. Fabro’s notion of “synopsis” is clarified in a footnote 
as a “passage to the limit” and as pertaining to intensive abstraction. In 
brief, synopsis does not merely add up or purify such formalities, but rather 


'57 ©, FABRO, NMP, 163: “Just as magis et minus is a property of quality, 
magis et minus should be able to be found ‘in some way’ in every quality, both 
accidental and substantial: what is more, it is good to repeat, the magis et minus of 
accidental forms would lack a foundation, if they were not founded on a magis et 
minus in the formal substantial order, since the accidental qualities flow from the 
substantial qualities, and they are the revealing ‘signs’ of the same”. 

"8 See C. FABRO, NMP, 164. 

1 Tis, ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 311. 

cat FABRO, NMP, 165: “If now, then, by means of intensive reflection, I 
make a Synopsis of all the forms and degrees of being, I arrive to an intensive 
notion of being, which is the logical-metaphysical Synolon of all the manifestations 
of being — as soon we will see — in relation to which each form or degree, is 
nothing but a particularization, namely a participation. Even for the generic 
formality itself, for example, animality, which is divided in the multiplicity of the 
animal species, I can make, in relation to the intensive notion of being, a similar 
‘Synopsis’, and then animality is not present to me as a ratio of minimum formal 
content, with respect to species and to individuals, but like a dense formality, as or 
a species of ontological virtuality, of all the specific determinations”. 
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first generalizes the acts and formalities according to their own values and 
then looks at them insofar as they imply one another according to an 
ascending progression''. 

Synopsis, then, is not limited to the consideration of being, but can 
also be made with regard to the generic formality and its species — in 
relation, however, to the intensive notion of being. In this synopsis, a 
generic formality such as “animality” is not considered as a notion of 
minimal formal content, but rather as an ontologically dense formality, a 
type of ontological virtuality of all the specific determinations. Hence 
without reifying the generic notions, one can say that the species participate 
in the genus, not only in the logical sense of the Topics, but in the 
metaphysical sense of “participationem accipere’, insofar as each species 
does not reach actualizing the virtual perfection of the genus, but only a 
particular aspect to the exclusion of the others'””. 

Romera notes that it is here that the distinction between the different 
modes of abstraction mentioned earlier is applied — above all, in the case of 
individual-species participation. The notion of the species consequent to 


‘I See C. FABRO, NMP, 165, n. 19. “[Synopsis] does not consist in just any 
summation of acts and perfections, nor is it a “purification” that the mind exercises 
on the concrete in order to grasp a formality as such: on the contrary, it pertains to 
that particular intensive abstraction, mentioned earlier, by which, in function of 
separatio, the acts and formalities are first generalized according to their own 
values and then seen to imply one another according to an ascending progression. 
The passage from one perfection to another in metaphysics becomes, in this way, 
like a type of passage to the limit. This passage is easily seen in regard to the 
transcendental perfections with respect to esse, and also in regard to the 
predicamental perfections with respect to esse. However, the modalities of the 
passage are perhaps not as clear when one wants to describe this ascending 
dialectic within the predicamental field. Now, we have various species of animals: 
but is the more universal genus of “animality” the end of dialectical ascension or 
some other formality? [...] One could reply that every (generic) formality can be 
seen under two aspects, namely, one insofar as it refers to matter and potency, the 
other insofar as it refers to form and to act. In the case just now presented, 
animality can be considered both as a modality of being of corporeity (potential 
aspect), and as a particular form of actuation of that pure perfection that Life is. It 
is only in this second sense, it seems, that the genus can be considered as the end of 
intensive reflection: animality can thus be considered as the supreme in its order, 
insofar as it gathers within itself all the particular forms of life, which are realized 
in the world of corporeity. In the end, it is always the recourse to the transcendental 
perfection that permits dialectical ascension’. 

'® See C. FABRO, NMP, 165-166. 
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formal or total abstraction can be a stepping-stone to a more metaphysical 
consideration, according to which the individuals of the same species have 
different degrees of real perfection and “real” contrariety!*?. The reference 
to actus essendi — consideration sub ratione entis — is essential: 


Because (the act of) being is conceived over and above the essence and is 
specified by this, it follows that it is according to the degree of perfection of 
the essence that the perfection of the act of being is measured, and for this 
reason, the individuals of a species are not said to differ “per se’, according to 
degrees, but only ‘per accidens’™. 


Thus, there is a gradation at the level of individuals of the same species 
since the perfection of the act of being is had in a different way, not 
according to differences at the level of substantial form (in this case), but 
rather at the level of accidental form'”’. 

In addition, the individuation or determination of the abstract 
universal has two aspects: one is of the formal order and involves the 
individuating function of the materia signata quantitate; the other is real 
and metaphysically depends on the formal aspect, yet in the “via 
inventionis” appears first and is more evident. The distinction between 
individuals, on the plane of real existence, is manifested by means of 
properties and qualities called accidents which can be considered, in the 
formal order, as effects of the substance; in the material order, however, they 
are dispositions for its being. They are considered as perfections of first 
substance, by which ens is completed and able to achieve its end. Fabro 
summarizes the accidental diversity of individuals within a species and the 


role of synopsis in this metaphysical reflection as follows: 


Now, looked at according to the intelligible angle of formal and total 
abstraction, all men are equally men, and human nature, present in one, cannot, 
as human nature, be different from that of the other, otherwise this other would 
no longer be a man, but some other thing. Looked at, on the other hand, 
according to metaphysical abstraction, in relation to the act of being, the 
individuation of the human species appears like a magnificent array of colors 


"3 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 313; C. FABRO, NMP, 167. 

'4 ©. FABRO, NMP, 167. 

45 See L. ROMERA, Penser el ser, 314: “Una gradaci6n a nivel de individuos 
de una misma especie porque la perfeccién del actus essendi se tiene de modo 
diverso, en este caso no segtin diferencias a nivel de forma substancial, sino a nivel 
simplemente de accidentes”’. 
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and the most varied hues. If now, then, according to intensive reflection I make 
with the mind a sort of “synopsis” of this entire “ONTOLOGICAL 
EXPANSION” of the species, this appears to me like an ontological “totality” 
in its sphere, which is manifested in the inferiors according to the more or less 
perfect modes of being; and it can, therefore, be said that the individual 
participates in its species, in the properly metaphysical sense of the term 
insofar as every individual, rich in the best qualities though it may be, in the 
end, is reduced to showing in se only a mode, among many — almost infinite — 


that the species can have in nature'”*. 


Fabro holds that contrariety is not exclusive to the diversity of species 
within a genus, but also proper to the individuals of a species according to 
accidental diversity. Aquinas, Fabro recalls, distinguishes three genera of 
accidents: some are proper accidents caused by the principles of the species 
(risibility), others are caused by the principles of the individual and are 
twofold: inseparable accidents whose cause permanently resides in the 
subject (male and female); and separable accidents whose cause does not 
permanently reside in the subject (sitting and walking) '*”, The inseparable 
accidents of the individual are its real, proper qualities, in relation to which 
the participation in a species is founded'“*. 

Fabro concludes this subsection referring to one of St. Thomas’s text 
which he holds shows the notional continuity between the univocal 
participation of the formal, predicamental order”? and the analogous 
participation of the entitative, transcendental order and between the static- 
formal and dynamic-causal aspects of participation: 


A perfect thing participating any nature, makes a likeness to itself, not by 
absolutely producing that nature, but by applying it to something else. For an 
individual man cannot be the cause of human nature absolutely, because he 
would then be the cause of himself; but he is the cause of human nature being 
in the man begotten. [...] But as an individual man participates human nature, 


“°C, FABRO, NMP, 172-173. 

‘47 See Q. D. De anima, a. 12 ad 7. 

"8 C, FABRO, NMP, 174. 

' Summa contra Gentiles, 1, ch. 32: “Omne quod de pluribus praedicatur 
univoce, secundum participationem cuilibet eorum convenit de quo praedicatur: 
nam species participare dicitur genus, et individuum speciem. De Deo autem nihil 
dicitur per participationem: nam omne quod participatur determinatur ad modum 
participati, et sic partialiter habetur et non secundum omnem perfectionis modum’’. 
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so every created being participates, so to speak, the nature of being; for God 
alone is His own being'””’. 


This continuity between predicamental and transcendental participation is 
the theme of the final subsection on predicamental participation. 

6) Predicamental participation and transcendental participation. 
According to predicamental participation, individuals are identical in the 
specific order (idem essentialiter), yet they really differ from one another as 
regards the actuation of the species (different substantialiter). This takes 
into consideration that the principle of individuation is materia signata 
quantitate and not prime matter. The former is proper to the species and 
proportioned to receive the specific form. It has its own ontological degree, 
even though this be as potency. Substantial “distinction”, then, is the effect 
of individuation, which implies a real diversity without which multiplication 
is meaningless’ : 

In this way, predicamental participation differs significantly from 
transcendental participation: for all that is not God, is not being but has its 
act of being; at the same time, every man that participates in humanity is not 
humanity as such, but rather is his humanity. In light of this, Fabro notes: 
“Both transcendental participation and predicamental participation imply the 
real distinction and composition of two principles that are in a relation of 
potency and act, and this is essence and existence for one and matter and 
form for the other. This is the only decisive metaphysical argument for 
hylemorphic composition”!>’. Fabro refers to several texts (including I, q. 
45, a. 5 ad 1 above) which, he holds, affirm the correspondence between the 
two participations: 


Quod. Il, q. 2, a. 1: “But it must be known that something is participated in 
two ways. In one way it is participated in as though belonging to the substance 
of the thing participating, as a genus is participated in by a species of it. 
However, a creature does not participate in being this way for that belongs to 
the substance of a thing which enters into its definition, but being (ens) is not 


'° 7, q. 45, a. 5 ad 1: “Aliquod perfectum participans aliquam naturam, facit 
sibi simile, non quidem producendo absolute illam naturam, sed applicando eam ad 
aliquid. Non enim hic homo potest esse causa naturae humanae absolute, quia sic 
esset causa sui ipsius, sed est causa quod natura humana sit in hoc homine 
generato. [...] Sed sicut hic homo participat humanam naturam, ita quodcumque ens 
creatum participat, ut ita dixerim, naturam essendi, quia solus Deus est suum esse”’. 

'°' C. FABRO, NMP, 175. 

'? C. FABRO, NMP 175. 
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included in the definition of a creature because it is neither a genus nor a 

difference. So it is participated in as something not belonging to the thing’s 
99153 

essence”. 


I, q. 44, a. 3 ad 2: “It is of a man’s nature to be in matter, and so a man without 
matter is impossible. Therefore although this particular man is a man by 
participation of the species, he cannot be reduced to anything self-existing in 
the same species, but to a superior species, such as separate substances”!™. 


Static-structural predicamental participation moves within the species and 
genus. It belongs to a theory of causality to determine the forms and nature 
of ontological expansion (both predicamental and_ transcendental): 
“Therefore, St. Thomas can, based on the double participation, sustain that 
‘man is neither his humanity nor his esse’ since ‘the suppositum or 
individual has the nature of the species as man has humanity’ (De Potentia, 
Ge 753k 4y"!>°_ Predicamental participation, however, does not affect the 
generic or specific formality as such since that would destroy the univocal 
predication and the reality of such natures, but rather it concerns these 
specific and individuals natures as different real actuations of a virtuality of 
perfections with respect to being and according to the reality of the being 
they possess. 

Two theses, then, must be maintained: 1) the exclusion of a 
participation in the order of predicamental being that affects the substantial 
essence as such; 2) the reality of predicamental participation with respect to 
the concrete mode of being and of the actuation that the identical specific 
nature assumes in different subjects. These subjects are not diversified with 
respect to the form or essence as such, but rather they themselves diversify 


such form or essence in the order of real being!”°. 


'3 “Sed sciendum est, quod aliquid participatur dupliciter. Uno modo quasi 
existens de substantia participantis, sicut genus participatur a specie. Hoc autem 
modo esse non participatur a creatura. Id enim est de substantia rei quod cadit in 
eius definitione. Ens autem non ponitur in definitione creaturae, quia nec est genus 
nec differentia. Unde participatur sicut aliquid non existens de essentia rei”. 

'S “<Dicendum quod de ratione hominis est quod sit in materia, et sic non 
potest inveniri homo sine materia. Licet igitur hic homo sit per participationem 
speciei, non tamen potest reduci ad aliquid existens per se in eadem specie; sed ad 
speciem superexcedentem, sicut sunt substantiae separatae’’. 

°° C, FABRO, NMP, 176. 

'°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 177. In the pages that follow, Fabro briefly alludes 
to the connection between predicamental participation and the divine ideas. 
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In conclusion, there is a true participation both in the predicamental 
order as in the transcendental order. The Thomistic notion of predicamental 
participation is summarized by Fabro as follows: 


To sum up what has been said with regard to the Thomistic notion of 
predicamental participation, we can say that the species is said to participate in 
the genus and the individual in the species not only insofar as there are other 
species that “communicate” in the same generic ratio, and other individuals 
that “communicate” in the same specific ratio and that therefore have a same 
definition, but also, and in consequence of this, due to the fact that among the 
many formal virtualities of the genus, each species is not realized in it but 
once, and among the multiplicity of modes of being of which a species is 
susceptible, every individual is not realized but once, to the exclusion of the 
others ~’. 


In predicamental participation, the opposition is between partialiter habere 
and fotaliter habere and not between per participationem and 
substantialiter'’*. Texts which seem to affirm the contrary!’ deal with 
essential predication from a logical-metaphysical point of view, yet do not 
deny the diversity of real perfections or participation'™. Fabro concludes: 


Summarizing his reflections: The notion of “individual participation” fits well 
within St. Thomas’s notion of divine exemplarism. For individuals correspond to 
one Idea alone in the divine mind, that of the species, but as the divine idea is 
productive of both form and the matter of things, the ideas of all the individuals 
particularities of the species are com-present in the divine mind. The divine idea of 
the species contains the entire real fullness which we come to see by means of 
integrative abstraction, hence the divine idea cannot be reduced to a Platonic 
exemplar which refers only to the abstract content of the species, but rather to the 
species according to all the ontological intensity that it can have in its concrete 
realization. This is part of the essence of the Thomistic notion of participation, 
which flows into the analogy of being: “Infused forms are not like the ideal reasons 
which exist in the divine mind except analogically; consequently these ideal 
reasons cannot be known perfectly by means of forms of this kind” (Q. D. De 
Anima, a. 20 ad 9). 

'°7 C, FABRO, NMP, 179. 

'S8 See In Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 3. 

'S9 Ror example In I Sent., d. 3, q. 4, a. 2 ad 1 and I, q. 77, a. 1. 

' See De Malo, q. 2, a. 9 ad 16: “All animals are equally animals, not 
however equal animals, but one animal is greater in size and more perfect than 
another’; and I-III, gq. 61, a. 1 ad 1: “When a univocal genus is divided into its 
species, the members of the division are on a par in the point of the generic idea; 
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“the plurality, of the species participating in the genus and the individuals in 
the species, does not remain a pure fact or an ‘irrational datum’, but this 
multiplicity is understood (‘post factum’ one understands) as a metaphysical 
demand for the ‘ONTOLOGICAL EPHIPHANY of the generic ratio in the 
species and of the species in the individuals”'®'. Genus and species can be 
considered according to two complementary aspects: logical-formal and 
ontological-real. Insofar as they are formal, abstract notions they found 
logical participation and the commonness of the many in the one. Under the 
ontological aspect and as real formalities, they found real participation 
“partialiter accipere”’ which includes the distribution and “division” of the 
content of a “totality” of perfections, in which such perfections are 
understood to be united. Fabro holds that these reflections confirm the 
correspondence between the first two modes of participation affirmed in Jn 
Boethii De Hebdomadibus, lect. 2: 1) Species participat genus et individuum 
participat speciem et similiter. 2) Materia participat formam et subiectum 
participat accidens. Fabro concludes this subsection by alluding to a third 
mode of real composition (the first is substance-accidents, the second 
matter-form) that is yet to be explored — that of the composition of essence 
and the act of being in concrete being — which, in turn, demands being 
referred to and founded on extrinsic principles according to dynamic-causal 
participation. 


Our investigation of NMP’s section on predicamental participation has 
brought to light several important aspects of the method of the first stage of 
metaphysical reflection. I summarize them in the paragraphs that follow. 

1) The first stage of intensive metaphysical reflection is presented as a 
dialectical ascension from the multiplicity of individuals who participate in 
a species to the participation of different genera in the perfections proper to 
them. In NMP, Fabro’s exposition of predicamental participation moves 
from: a) the logical participations and the problem of multiplicity to their 
real foundation on the composition of matter and form; b) from the solution 
of matter as principle of individuation to the problem of metaphysical 
contrariety; and c) from the magis et minus of formal perfection to its 
foundation in esse. 


although considered in their nature as things, one species may surpass another in 
rank and perfection, as man in respect of other animals’. 
'®! C. FABRO, NMP, 180. 
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2) At the predicamental level, metaphysical reflection seeks to provide 
a real foundation for the logical-formal participations of individual-species 
and species-genus in the indirect, proportional correspondence that can be 
established between these participations and the real compositions of 
matter-form and subject-accidents. Logical participation refers to the 
dependence characteristic of the conceptual order of the secundae 
intentiones of total abstraction — universal “wholes” in which the particulars 
are said to participate. 

3) Metaphysical reflection establishes that there is multiplicity when 
there is an opposition of contrariety. Contrariety is the opposition proper to 
those things which have the same subject in common; it is this opposition, 
which leads to the notion of real participation. The contrariety may be 
physical or metaphysical. 

4) Physical contrariety concerns movement and the opposition of the 
principles of movement; metaphysical contrariety concerns being and the 
opposition of magis et minus perfection in the order of being. A magis et 
minus can be seen in physical contrariety only when the terms of movement 
are considered sub ratione entis. Magis et minus expresses different degrees 
of realization of the same form which is communicated or participated to 
various subjects according to varying intensive degrees of perfection. Fabro 
calls this consideration a “dialectical resolution by means of the notion of 
participation”’. 

5) Metaphysical contrariety is found in every creature and understood 
as a gradation of perfection in the formal order and in reference to the 
supreme ratio of being. In Fabro’s terminology, dialectical ascension 
involves a passage from predicamental participations and perfections to 
transcendental ones. This is because transcendental perfections such as 
vivere and intelligere are found in the concrete, individual beings around us. 
To explain this, Fabro uses the example of the passage from the genus 
“animality” to the transcendental perfection of “vivere’. At this 
transcendental level, it remains to be seen how certain perfections — such as 
vivere and intelligere — are reduced to esse ut actus. 

6) By means of intensive reflection, a synopsis of all the forms and 
degrees of being can be made — it is in this way that the “intensive” notion 
of being is obtained. This notion is described as a “logical-metaphysical 
synolon” of all the manifestations of being in relation to which each form or 
degree is merely a participation (particularization). Being is seen to emerge 
over the essence and is specified by the essence according to the degree of 
perfection of the essence. Consequently, the perfection of the act of being is 
seen to be measured by the essence. This opens up further points for 
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reflection: everything that is and is not God is said to participate in being — 
for example, a man is not the act of being, but rather has his act of being. 
Every man participates in humanity and is not humanity as such; rather a 
concrete man “Peter” is his humanity. 

7) These predicamental and transcendental participations imply the 
real distinction and composition of two principles that are in a relation of 
potency and act: essence and esse in transcendental participation; matter and 
form in predicamental participation. The existence of a real potency is the 
fundamental metaphysical condition of multiplication and therefore of 
participation itself. Just as the notion of matter is critical to the elaboration 
of the structure of corporeal being, so also is the notion of essence as 
potency for the metaphysical notion of finite ens. Fabro holds that the 
correspondence between predicamental and transcendental participation is 
clearly affirmed in St. Thomas’s texts (for example, Quodlibet. UU, q. 2, a. 1). 
Fabro’s reflections on predicamental participation show the correspondence 
affirmed in In Boethii De Hebdomadibus between: 1) Species participat 
genus et individuum participat speciem et similiter; 2) Materia participat 
formam et subiectum participat accidens. A third composition, that of 
essence and the act of being, belongs to the transcendental order and 
requires an ulterior foundation on extrinsic principles according to 
participation as causal dependence. 


2.3 Transcendental participation and metaphysical resolutio 


In this section we will deal with metaphysical reflection at the 
transcendental level. NMP’s section on transcendental participation begins 
with subsections on the meaning of the terms “ens”, “being as essence” and 
“being as actus essendi’. Throughout, Fabro refers to the method of 
metaphysical reflection and its dialectical nature. His goal regards the 
ultimate foundation of the predicamental participations previously 
expounded: “from participation to participation, thought is still in movement 
towards an ultimate foundation of participation, which is the absolute reason 
and ‘position’, since up to now all the other positions have only appeared as 
intrinsically ‘hypothetical’”. Namely, up to now the consideration of the 
notion of participation has remained principally within the notional-formal 
field and not moved on to that which is real-actual at the transcendental 
level. Such participations are expressed in a conditional form, since “the 
species participates in the genus, the individual in the species, the subject 
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participates in the accidents, /F in fact, the species, the individual, the 
subject ‘exist? ©”, 

In this search for the ultimate foundation, Fabro attempts to clarify the 
role of participation in the dialectic between formalities and how this 


dialectic will end in esse, beyond which it is not possible to go further: 


“Everything participates in esse itself; esse, though, does not participate in 
anything”: Boethius’s expression was immediately elevated by St. Thomas 
from its logical-formal meaning to a metaphysical meaning, insofar as it is 
placed at the center of the dialectical movement according to which Thomistic 
metaphysics is constituted (degrees of formality). In fact, any formality which 
is not esse, even if it can be considered as the end of the dialectic, under some 
other aspect it can be “subjected” to an ulterior dialectic: only the act of being 
is no longer in any way dialecticable'™. 


In our metaphysical conception of the structure of the concrete, then, esse 
functions as a true “dialectical intermediary”. To understand the 
originality and novelty of St. Thomas’s proposal, Fabro notes, it is good to 
look at how the meanings of ens, essentia and esse are involved in and 
clarified in metaphysical reflection. 

Ens. From a grammatical point of view “being” (ens) is a present 
active participle which indicates the exercise of the formality of “to be” 
(esse). “Ens” is “that-which-is” just as “runner” is “he-who-runs”. This 
grammatical clarification is too vague for philosophy. Being is not just any 
formality, but is entirely special. It has several meanings, not just one. When 
dealing with the meanings of “being” Aquinas refers to the quadripartite 
division found in Aristotle’s Metaphysics'®. In accordance with some of St. 


'© C. FABRO, NMP, 183. 

'®. C. FABRO, NMP, 183. 

' C. FABRO, NMP, 184. 

'® See ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, A, 7, 1017a 8 ff. As noted earlier (1.2.3), 
Fabro tends to overlook the importance of Aristotle’s distinction between ovoia 
and being-in-act. In a recent article, A. Contat suggests undertaking a more 
rigorous analysis of Aristotle’s quadripartite division of being and the twofold 
metaphysical resolution of odoia as tO ti HW eivat and évépyeta as TO DTapYELY TO 
tpaxyyo. The Aristotelian opposition — not identification — between quiddity and 
being-in-act as principles seems to open up naturally to the question of the real 
distinction and pertain to Fabro’s “methodological notion of being” (See A. 
CONTAT, “Le figure della differenza ontologica...”, Alpha Omega 11 (2008), 246- 
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Thomas’s texts, Fabro reduces this quadripartite division to two members — 
categorial being extra animam and the mode of being that only exists in the 
mind — and highlights the primacy of the meaning of substance. In other 
texts, Aquinas is seen to go beyond this twofold division and reveals his 
personal assimilation of neo-Platonic thought, introducing three meanings of 
“being” instead of two!®: 1) as the quiddity or the nature of the thing; 2) as 
the act of the essence and 3) as the copula “is”. The novelty is that of the 
distinction of esse as act from the essence. 

At this point, Fabro offers his theory on the development of our notion 
of being. This threefold division will be simplified somewhat in later works 
and accompanied by a better distinction between ens and esse: 


I. (a) A first notion of being, that which signals the first awakening of our 
intellectual faculty — this is fruit of an abstraction, quasi-formal, by a particular 
perception of concrete order: in German it would be called “Dingsein’’. This 
notion is extended with the procedure of experience, including all new objects 
(ens in communi). 


II. In philosophic reflection we clearly distinguish between (b) a formal being, 
that is, being as essence that exists “Etwassein”; (c) an actual being as act of 
the essence, “Wirklichsein” and (d) a logical being, as truth, “Wahrsein’’. 


Ill. Finally we can arrive, by means of intensive metaphysical abstraction 
[reflection], to (e) a notion of being that is the synthesis, in which all the 
formalities and particular perfections are fused with the removal of every 


potentiality’. 


With regard to metaphysical reflection, what needs yet to be clarified is the 
notional passage from II to III — namely, from formal being (being as 
essence) and actual being (being as act of essences) to the meaning of being 
as the notional synthesis of every formality and Esse subsistens'®. Fabro 


249). This suggestion seems to be more in line with St. Thomas’s own 
interpretation of the structure of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. 

' See In I Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 1 ad 1; II Sent., d. 37, q. 1, a. 2 ad 3; Summa 
contra Gentiles, Ill, ch. 8; I, q. 48, a. 2 ad 2; De Potentia, q. 7, a. 2 ad 1; De Malo, 
q. 1, a. 1 ad 19; De ente et essentia, ch. 1. 

'®7 C. FABRO, NMP, 187-188. 

'88 |, ROMERA comments on this passage in Pensar el ser, 258: “The point 
to highlight is the terminal notion of being. For our author it is fitting to establish a 
first distinction between Etwassein and Wirklichsein, but the culmination of the 
determination of the act of being which is the synthesis of all perfections, which is 
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divides his exposition accordingly: 1) the passage from formal being 
(essence) to formal, intensive esse; and 2) the passage from actual being 
(being as actus essendi) to Esse Subsistens. 

Being as essence. With regard to being as essence, Fabro begins by 
noting that the abstract terms of essence and being both signify actualities in 
some way and refers to the neo-scholastic terms “esse essentiae” and “esse 
existentiae”'. When the esse essentiae of a thing is known, we know 
“what” it is; through the esse existentiae of a thing, we know that it is 
(exists). Our understanding of one principle necessarily implies a reference 
to the other principle. Consequently, a pure conception or comprehension of 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens in this life is not possible for the human intellect'”. 
Our intellect, is finite and linked to the senses, but is able to reflect on and 
consider the particular data it obtains in spontaneous knowledge in a 
universal and intensive way. It can consider what it knows concretely in an 


applicable to God and justifies the dynamic of participation. Metaphysics does not 
acquire the authentic notion of actus essendi when it comes to the being that gives 
actuality to the essence, but rather when it sees that being as participated, referring 
it to the being per essentiam, the highest perfection”. 

'® Tn later editions of NMP, Fabro replaces the terms actus essentiae and 
actus existentiae with “essence” and “actus essendi’. Fabro will later adamantly 
reject the bifurcation of esse into esse essentiae and esse existentiae. 

sa Oy FABRO, NMP, 188: “Although essence and actus essendi are two 
distinct meanings (intentiones), they are not independent or perfectly separable 
since one necessarily implies a reference to the other. One cannot understand an 
essence unless it be in relation to existence, either as possible if the essence is 
considered abstractly, or as real if the essence is considered as realized in nature. 
Similarly, “to exist” is not conceivable for us, unless as a possible or real act of 
some formality: pure per se subsistent being, is not, for us, the object of simple 
apprehension or intuition, but is a conclusion to which we arrive after laborious 
reasonings — despite what the ontologists say — and this due to the particular 
conditions of our mode of knowing, which is finite and linked to senses: “The 
mode of signification of the names we give things is consequent upon our mode of 
understanding: [...]. Now our intellect understands being according to the mode in 
which it finds it in things here below from which it gathers its knowledge, and 
wherein being is not subsistent but inherent. Now our reason tells us that there is a 
self-subsistent being” (De Potentia, gq. 7, a. 2 ad 7)’. Commenting on this passage 
of NMP, L. ROMERA highlights that Fabro will correct the imprecise terminology 
used and use of “existence” in reference to possible or real essence (See Pensar el 
ser, 259, n. 39). 
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abstract way'”), Thus, the abstract formality “ipsam formam per se” can be 
considered in relation to the intensive notion of being. Just as the abstract 
formalities of “animality” and “humanity” do not exist in nature, neither 
does “being” as an abstract notion; only individual beings exist in nature. 
Hence, one of the difficulties in metaphysical reflection is the fact that in the 
real, existent, concrete individual (Socrates), the “ratio of being” is really 
identified with the generic formality — such as animality — which, in turn, is 
identified with the concrete humanity of Socrates'’*. For Aristotle, forms 
and individual essences are indivisible and predicated of their inferiors 
according to a rigorous formal equality. However, for St. Thomas, the 
intelligible world of essences is not an “hortus conclusus’’. 

As a “dialectical movement” of thought, St. Thomas’s metaphysical 
reflection surpasses predicamental thought and the _logical-formal 
predication of the genus and species and orders such formalities according 
to a progressive intensification of perfection. Fabro explains: 


But in the following instance of metaphysical reflection, that entire world of 
pure perfections and abstract and indivisible formalities spontaneously offers, 
or better said, spurs the dialectical movement of thought that relates the various 
formalities to each other and with respect to the supreme formality: being that 
is only “being”. In relation to this “being”, every formal, generic and specific 
perfection is presented as a “particular perfection”, hence the various 
formalities, on the plane of metaphysical thought, cannot be considered “ex 
aequo” and placed equally along a straight line according to physical 
contingency, but rather are presented according to a progressive intensification 


lJ, q. 12, a. 4 ad 3: “Sed intellectus noster potest in abstractione 
considerare quod in concretione cognoscit. Etsi enim cognoscat res habentes 
formam in materia, tamen resolvit compositum in utrumque, et considerat ipsam 
formam per se”’. 

'7 In affirming a real identity between the generic formality and the ratio of 
esse in the real, existing, concrete individual, Fabro does not intend to deny the 
real distinction between the constitutive principles of essence and esse in finite ens. 
See C. FABRO, NMP, 189: “Di pit, la ragion d’essere s’identifica realmente 
nell’individuo con l’animalita, la quale s’identifica con l’umanita concreta di 
Socrate e Callia, cioé con le essenze individuali: € questa infatti la conclusione 
principale di quel complesso di laboriose discussioni che formano i libri Z ed H 
(VU-VII) della Metafisica di Aristotele, dedicati alla nozione metafisica di 
sostanza concreta, ove, in opposizione alla partecipazione platonica, si proclama 
l’identificazione reale di tutte le parte della definizione”. 
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of perfection and according to a plane that ascends, spiraling up by degrees 
according to the contiguity that we can call metaphysical'”’. 


In the order of being, every formality always lacks some real perfection and 
is limited and restricted in some way. Even if the formality can be 
considered as “participated in” with regard to the formalities which are 
inferior to it, it is always considered as a “participant” with respect to esse. 
Such a reflection is called the “formal resolution of the essence” and 
terminates in “formal being” without any limitations or determinations’”. 

This “unlimited formal being” (here, Fabro uses the term “ipsum 
esse’) is includes in se the perfection of the other formalities without any 
formal contrariety: “Thus, this supreme ratio of being (since it is still 
abstracted if, in fact, it exists in reality), can be truly considered as the 
‘plexus of all beings’ and of all formalities. Ipsum esse, therefore, expresses 
the ‘metaphysical transcendental totality’ of which the singular perfections 
and formalities are only particular realizations and expressions, namely, 
‘PARTICIPATIONS’”'””. Being appears as the first formality, in relation to 
which all other formalities appear like derivations and “degradations”. Both 
concrete and formal perfections participate in being: “Omnium autem 
perfectiones pertinent ad perfectionem essendi” (I, q. 4, a. 2). 


eG, FABRO, NMP, 190. See De substantiis separatis, ch. 8: “Invenitur 
igitur in formis diversitas secundum quemdam ordinem perfectionis et 
imperfectionis, nam quae materiae est propinquior, imperfectior est, et quasi in 
potentia respectu supervenientis formae”; De Potentia, q. 6, a. 6 ad 5: “Ad quintum 
dicendum, quod secundum Philosophum, etiam in causis formalibus prius et 
posterius invenitur; unde nihil prohibet unam formam per alterius formae 
participationem formari; et sic ipse Deus, qui est esse tantum, est quodammodo 
species omnium formarum subsistentium quae esse participant et non sunt suum 
esse”. See also Summa contra Gentiles, II, ch. 91 and De Spiritualibus Creaturis, 
a. 1 ad 9. 

4 See C. FABRO, NMP, 191: “The ultimate term of the formal resolution of 
the essence is therefore the ‘formal being’ that IS, without any limitation to genus 
or species; it is the Being that is without determinations and which is determined, 
namely, place outside and above any other formality, precisely because, unlike all 
the others, it is not constituted by a particular determination: this ‘Being’ is the true 
TO OVTWS dv and TaVvtedwG dv, the most perfect Being toward which, by the 
definitive resolution, the dialectic of participation (I, q. 12, a. 4 ad 3) is opened”. 

'® C. FABRO, NMP, 191. 
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Fabro ends this subsection on “being as essence” by noting that the 
fruit of intensive abstraction — the ultimate term of dialectical resolution — is 
the notion of intensive esse!”®: 


From participant to participation and from participation to participation we 
assist thus as to a “passage to the limit” that the mind carries out, fixing itself 
on the intensive notion of “Esse’’, the ultimate term of dialectical resolution 
and of notional composition: one cannot go further on, since there is no 


“further on” that is beyond being’””. 


In this metaphysical reflection, the notion of esse is seen as the formal, 
absolute fullness of every perfection. Thus, “while our speculation begins 
with a notion of minimum formal content and maximum extension, which is 
that of ens as “id quod habet esse” in the end one comes to a notion of 
maximum content’”!”®. 

Fabro’s concluding paragraphs in this subsection make reference to 
the final stages of metaphysical reflection consequent to the attainment of 
this initial (formal) intensive notion of esse: 1) first, the metaphysical notion 
of participation is attributed to this intensive notion of being with regard to 
act; 2) secondly, one demonstrates that Ipsum Esse Subsistens really exists 
and is really “separate” par excellence (Fourth Way); 3) thirdly, one 
articulates the relationship between the creature (ens per participationem) 
and the Creator (Ipsum Esse Subsistens, Esse per essentiam) according to a 
threefold relationship of causality (exemplary, efficient and final) and total 
dependence'”. We now turn to the first point — the attribution of 
participation to the intensive notion with regard to act. 


6 See In III Sent., d. 30, q. 1, a. 2: “In omnibus illud quod est commune, 
vehementius est: sed illud quod est proprium plura complectitur actu; et perfectio 
communis est in hoc quod se extendit ad illa quae complectitur proprium, ut genus 
perficitur per additionem differentiae: sicut esse vehementius inhaeret quam vivere 
et tamen vivere aliquid complectitur actu, quod esse non habet nisi in potentia; 
unde perfectio esse est secundum quod se extendit ad vitam”’. 

'” C. FABRO, NMP, 193. 

"8 C, FABRO, NMP, 193. 

' C. FABRO, NMP, 194: “The metaphysical attribution of participation is 
made then in relation to this intensive ratio of being which is esse subsistens, as 
intelligible totality, which contains in se all the actual and possible participations of 
being: when it is ascertained that esse subsistens IN FACT exists, then 
participation is no longer a mere notional or conditional relation of intelligibility, 
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Esse as existence (actus essendi). At this point, Fabro delves deeper 
into the intensive notion of esse in a metaphysical reflection concentrating 
on the “real” notion rather than “formal” notion, and basing his reflections 
on the notion of act, rather than formal perfection. He begins by observing 
that we experience being as existence in the basic “intuitions” of sensibility 
and are aware of its “presence”; however, we never penetrate intuitively into 
its profound “actuality”. Our intellect grasps the essence of things in a direct 
fashion, yet only indirectly grasps “existence” within an essence and 
according to the physiognomy of that particular essence. Existence, he 
writes, is not definable, not only because of its maximum generality or 
logical transcendence, but also because of its nature and the limits of our 
intellect. Fabro notes that St. Thomas limits himself in his writings to 
describing the act of being, and usually in contraposition to essence. After 
quoting St. Thomas’s more important texts on esse as the act of all and acts 
and perfection of all perfections, and the determination of the creature’s act 
of being by the essence (potency), Fabro returns to some methodological 
considerations: namely, contrasting two distinct ways of considering esse'*?, 
Fabro’s distinction is based in large part on an interpretation of St. 
Thomas’s Commentary on Dionysius’s On the Divine Names'*'. The first, 
more abstract consideration corresponds to what was earlier called “the 
formal resolution of the essence” and, as we have pointed out, moves along 
the line of participated perfection; the second consideration is more concrete 
and real and seems to move along the line of participated act: 


but a real relation of triple causality — exemplary, efficient, final — , according to a 
total dependence of the creature on the Creator”. 

OL. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 260: “Es decir, al actus essendi intensivo se 
llega siguiendo un doble camino: el primero, centrado en la consideracién del esse 
en abstracto, gira en torno a la nocién de esse essentiae, para alcanzar la nocién de 
esse maximum formale. El segundo, considerando al esse en concreto, se dirige por 
la via del acto del singular, hacia la determinacién del ser come acto de todo acto; 
para entonces verlo como acto propio de cualquier formalidad, come el acto mas 
perfecto del ente, pero que sin embargo permanece imperfecto en comparacion al 
ser que acttia una formalidad superior”. 

'8! See In V De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 1, n. 635: “Primo quidem, per hoc 
quod quaecumque participant aliis participationibus, primo participant ipso esse: 
prius enim intelligitur aliquod ens quam unum, vivens, vel sapiens. Secundo, quod 
ipsum esse comparatur ad vitam, et alia huiusmodi sicut participatum ad 
participans: nam etiam ipsa vita est ens quoddam et sic esse, prius et simplicius est 
quam vita et alia huiusmodi et comparatur ad ea ut actus eorum”’. 
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Esse can be considered both in abstract and in concrete: a) in abstract, is 
coincides with “esse maximum formale’ which is the term of intensive 
abstraction and is the plexus of all formal and transcendental perfections; 
considered, on the other hand, b) in concrete, it is the proper act of every 
particular formality, hence it is rather that which is more perfect in a particular 
being, yet remains imperfect when confronted with the esse that actuates a 
formality of superior order: since every formality is in some way a 


participation of divine splendor’. 


Thus, both essence and esse are subject to an elevation or 
“intensification” in metaphysical reflection. Through this reflection “one 
comes to the notion of ipsum esse which is the eminent synthesis of all 
forms and perfections, and to the notion of esse subsistens, which is esse as 
such, which is the pure subsistent act, that is, not mixed in any particular 
formality that makes it ‘degrade’”!*?. However, although two lines of 
metaphysical reflection are able to be distinguished, this does not mean that 
there are two intensive notions of esse (as found in the distinction of 
formalistic Scholasticism between esse essentiae and esse existentiae). But 
rather, there is one notion which corresponds to that of esse essentiae. The 
Scholastic esse existentiae, from this perspective, is speculatively empty, 
since it does not properly have a formal content'**, The result is an 


' C_ FABRO, NMP, 198. See I, q. 4, a. 2 ad 3 and I-IL, q. 2, a. 5 ad 2 for the 
Dionysian dialectic of esse, vivere and intelligere. 

'8S C. FABRO, NMP, 198-199. 

184 See C. FABRO, NMP, 199: “But it does not seem that one can speak, in 
the rigorous sense, of two intensive notions of esse due to two elaborations, one of 
esse essentiae and one of esse existentiae, but of ONE alone, that of esse essentiae, 
which as St. Thomas says is that which specifies and brings to itself and determines 
esse existentiae. Esse existentiae, under this aspect, is speculatively ‘empty’, since 
it does not properly have a formal content, and as it finds the foundation of 
subsistence in the subject, so also from the essence of the subject it receives 
intelligibility”. For a critique of Fabro’s text on the speculative emptiness of “esse 
existentiae”, see A. MILLAN-PUELLES, The Theory of the Pure Object, 
Universitétsverlag C. Winter, Heidelberg 1996, 318-323. See also J. VILLAGRASA, 
Realismo metafisico e irrealidad. Estudio sobre la obra Teoria del objeto puro de 
Antonio Milldn-Puelles, Fundacion Universitaria Espafiola, Madrid 2008, 299-302. 
Villagrasa writes: “Millan-Puelles critiques the excessive contraposition made by 
Fabro between the richness and depth of the act of being and what he calls ‘the fact 
of existing’. He also critiques Fabro’s conclusion that, from the fact that existence 
is specified in each case by the essence, esse existentiae results as speculatively 
empty, as it does not have a proper formal content” (p. 301). Millan-Puelles notes 
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interesting contrast between our knowledge of essence and our knowledge 
of existence: 


a) essence is per se intelligible, insofar as it results from the proportion of 
elements that are mutually completed or insofar as it is an image, manifesting 
some divine perfection, infinitely distant, though, from the exemplar, as is the 
case in all the essences in general, even those that are completely simple. But 
the essence, perfect as it is, of itself is not real, since it means being this or that, 
but definitely not being really; that would be a petaBaorg cig &AAO yevoc! 


b) existence is by definition, that which makes each thing real and actuates 
each formality; but in these is found as “inhaerens’. Existence “subsistens” is 
perfectly intelligible in se, existence “inhaerens” is not! At least, in the first 
aspect it is presented as an irrational datum. Like the essence, it does not have 
the right to exist, if found to exist in fact, it poses the problem of “how” actual 
existence has happened to possibility; thus existence, which not only has the 
right to exist, but is existence (existere) itself, if found existing as “inhaerens” 


‘ 


that: “The point made here by Fabro, to wit: that existence is ‘...from a formal 
standpoint ... nothing of its own’ can only mean that essence is not essence. 
Consequently, the vacuity he attributed to it is not equivalent to negativity pure and 
simple. One would then have to say that existence is endowed in genere [with] its 
own measure of intelligibility, even though what is involved in every case is the 
existence of this or that particular essence. Were existence to lack its own measure 
of intelligibility, it would be meaningless to speak of it as not being identical with 
any particular essence, or even with essence in general, and yet as being common 
to all real entities. What the existence of any reality is can be understood 
independently of what the essence of the given reality may be, even though it is 
true that existence always has to be understood as the existence of an essence” (The 
Theory of the Pure Object, 322). Villagrasa comments: “The critique of Millan- 
Puelles is valid. Fabro tries to clarify the notion of esse as actus of an essence; the 
context is the real distinction. In Fabro, existence is esse in actu, the effective 
givenness (the fact of givenness) of the composition; while the act of being is esse 
ut actus. The description of existence, made by Millan-Puelles, as formal effect of 
esse, appears to be more rigorous than that made by Fabro as external effect. It is 
this description which justifies Millan-Puelles critique, for Fabro ‘brings existence 
down to the level of a dimension pertaining only to created being’” (p. 301, n. 26). 
Villagrasa also speaks about the reason why Fabro stresses the act of being: “The 
excessive accent placed by Fabro is understandable since he not only opposed, with 
Gilson and Maritain, the essentialization of being, but also the reduction of the real 
to existence grasped in judgment, carried out in different ways by ‘existential 
Thomism’ (Gilson, Maritain) and ‘transcendental Thomism’ (Marechal, Rahner)” 
(p. 301, n. 28). 
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in some other thing, it almost like a scandal for our mind, which it needs, at 


: 185 
least in some way, to seek to overcome ””. 


In light of this distinction between essence and existence, finite ens 
poses the following problem: “How is it that finite being, which insofar as it 
is finite should not exist, in fact exists?”!®°, From the critical point of view, 
the factual existence of finite being is not debatable. From a metaphysical 
point of view, our response depends on the notion that one has of the first 
Principle of all things and the nature of his creative action ad extra. In 
contrast to the inadequate solutions of Neo-Platonism and Leibniz, 
Thomism solves the problem by “recourse to the transcendental notion of 
participation applied under a two-fold aspect: first of all A) as extrinsic 
causality: exemplar, efficient and final; then B) as real intrinsic composition 
in the order of being’'®”, Once again Fabro is referring to the final stage of 
metaphysical reflection on creation and the ultimate explanation of the 
participative structure of finite being. 

After these paragraphs on the meaning of ens, essentia, esse and a 
brief section on the St. Thomas’s solution to the problem of the 
transcendental multiplicity of immaterial substances'*’, Fabro then classifies 
the Thomistic arguments for the distinction of essence and the act of being, 
making some references to the method of metaphysical reflection in the 
process. 

He notes that while Christian philosophers agree that all creatures are 
dependent on God and are ens per participationem, there is some disparity 
with regard to the metaphysical foundation of finite being and what “ens per 
participationem” means. This disparity arises from the fact that it is possible 
to affirm that, according to the analogical notion of ens, ens exists through a 
proportion of intrinsic elements, yet, at the same time, stop at the 
metaphysical-logical order without explicitly affirming a real distinction 
between such intrinsic elements. Such considerations may be made 
according to notional aspects and not properly according to being and real 


'S° C, FABRO, NMP, 199. In the second paragraph, “existence” is replaced by 
“act of being” and “esse” in the 1950 edition. 

'8° C. FABRO, NMP, 200. 

'87 C. FABRO, NMP, 201. 

'88 Here, Fabro summarizes St. Thomas’s thesis regarding the absolute 
immateriality of the “Intelligences” and his solution of metaphysically reducing the 
essence to potency with respect to the act of being. This solution is suggested in the 
writings of Avicenna, Boethius (id quod est et esse) and De Causis (forma et esse). 
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elements. Thus, from a notional perspective, “even God can be said to share, 
in some way, in the common notion of Ens’'®: for example, when we 
affirm both that “creatures exist” and “God exists”. This distinction between 
an initial affirmation of some sort of proportion between two elements in 
ens (logical-metaphysical order) and the more mature affirmation of the real 
distinction between essence and the act of being has consequences with 
regard to the method and structure of metaphysics: 


The question, therefore, of a real distinction or identity between essence and 
the act of being in creatures and in God is not posed by us in the first moments 
of metaphysical reflection, but only when, in advanced reflection, we have 
prospected in a sufficient manner the nature and mode of being of both. Then, 
like a crowning of all of metaphysics, we can explicit the proper characteristics 
that converge in a contrary way to Infinite being and finite being: in this sense 
(in via iudicii) the real distinction and composition is said to be the 


fundamental truth of Thomism'”’. 


Thus, in this early text, Fabro affirms the possibility of coming to a more 
logical or notional understanding of the distinction of essence and esse in 
the first stages of metaphysical reflection (even before proving the existence 
of God) and the possibility of understanding the distinction as a real 
distinction more properly in the latter stages of advanced metaphysical 
reflection — which considers the habitudo between creature and Creator 
according to the notion of participation. With regard to this “advanced 
reflection”, Fabro writes that in it: “St. Thomas indicates God as pure 
Subsisting Esse, unique, most simple, first uncaused cause, Supreme 
Goodness, Truth, etc..., esse per essentiam — and the creature as multiple, 
composite, imperfect, caused ens, which is ens, true and good only per 
participationem”'®'. Such an advanced reflection is proper “in via iudicii” 
and not “in via inventionis’’. 

While noting the importance of the notion of participation in the 
argument for the real distinction, we should note as well that St. Thomas’s 
works offer multiple ways of arguing the real distinction. This variety in 
approaches depends on the diverse points of view from which St. Thomas 
poses the question: 


'89 C_ FABRO, NMP, 207. 
190 C FABRO, NMP, 207. 
'91 GC RABRO, NMP, 207. 
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When he poses [the question] as a philosopher — according to the via 
intentionis — the multiplicity characteristic of creatures will appear first, then 
diversity, imperfection, contingency, limitation and lastly, composition; when, 
on the other hand, he considers the question as a Theologian, above all in the 
supposition of the dependence of all things on God, it will be the characteristic 
of the real distinction of essence and of the act of being to impose itself first 


192 


and to illuminate all the others ~~. 


AS we Saw earlier, it is possible to have an initial, vague, confused notion of 
participation based on imperfection and limitation. The more mature 
understanding of participation in being, Fabro will conclude, is only 
understood at the end of metaphysical reflection according to causal 
dependence and the participative structure of beings. In total, five groups of 
arguments may be distinguished in St. Thomas’s works: 


[1] 


[2] 
[3] 


[4] 


From causality to composition: In St. Thomas’s first works, his 
arguments for the real distinction depend in large part on Avicenna 
and, at times, start from the fact that creatures are caused by God. 
From composition to causality: Other times, St. Thomas’s move 
from the real distinction to causality. 

From judgment to composition: Other texts argues the need for the 
composition from the critical demand of founding the truth of 
judgment. Only the divine essence implies being, while in all other 
beings, essence is distinct from the act of being, for we can first 
know them in abstract in the idea, leaving prescinding from the real 
act of being, and in a second moment, know them according to the 
real mode of being in judgment. 

From likeness to composition: Fourthly, likeness (similitudo) 
always implies some composition. This likeness can be had in one 
of two ways: a) either two beings are like one another with respect 
to a third formality and, thus, both are composed of the participated 
formality (the source of the likeness) and of that by which they are 
distinct; or b) one is similar to another, inasmuch as the latter is the 
subsisting formality itself and the first is similar to it in some way — 
in this case, composition is only in the first!??, Although not 
explicitly specified by Fabro, this distinction is part of the 


'? C_ FABRO, NMP, 208. 
'3 See C. Fabro, NMP, 210. Fabro quotes Jn I Sent., d. 48, q. 1, a. 1. See also 
In II Sent., d. 16, q. 1, a. 1 ad 3. 
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foundation for two forms of analogy, known as “many to one” and 
“one to another’. There is, then, a strict correspondence in 
metaphysics between likeness, composition, analogy and 
participation: “Likeness of creatures to God is not affirmed on 
account of agreement in form according to the formality of the 
same genus or species, but solely according to analogy, inasmuch as 
God is ens per essentiam, whereas other things are by 
participation”. 

[5] From static-structural participation to composition: “Finally, more 
often, the real distinction is founded directly on the notion of 
participation, understood in the technical and ‘static’ sense, 
inasmuch as it is distinguished from the vague sense of participation 


as extrinsic causal dependence”!””. 


Summarizing Fabro’s arguments, four conclusions may be made with 
regard to this variety of argumentation: 1) According to Fabro, the properly 
philosophical way of arguing the real distinction excludes beginning 
metaphysical reflection by deducing composition from causality. 2) One 
notes a simplification in St. Thomas’s works as he moves from many 
arguments (depending on Avicenna) to one argument based on participation, 
which was only implicit in his first works. 3) There is a modal evolution in 
the presentation of the distinction due to St. Thomas’s personal study and 
progressive assimilation of Neo-Platonic thought. 4) From a _ purely 
doctrinal standpoint, Aquinas always understood the distinction between 
essence and the act of being in creatures as a real distinction. 


In conclusion, I note that this section on transcendental participation is 
rather complicated due to the presence of the Neo-Scholastic distinction 
between esse essentiae and esse existentiae. This distinction is not essential 
to the distinction that Fabro makes between two paths of metaphysical 
reflection on the transcendental level (formal resolution of essence, real 


'% J, q. 4, a. 3 ad 3: “Non dicitur esse similitudo creaturae ad Deum propter 
communicantiam in forma secundum eandem rationem generis et speciei, sed 
secundum analogiam tantum; prout scilicet Deus est ens per essentiam, et alia per 
participationem”’. 

°C. FABRO, NMP, 210. 
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resolution of actus essendi). In his more mature works, Fabro leaves aside 
the Neo-Scholastic distinction, yet maintains his distinction between formal 
and real resolution-reduction'”°. Readers of NMP should also be attentive to 
Fabro’s use of ipsum esse. The texts we have looked at show that, at times, 
ipsum esse refers to the notion of intensive esse as synthesis or formal 
plexus of all perfections and, at other times, it refers to God as Ipsum Esse 
Subsistens. Lacking somewhat is an exposition of the doctrine of analogy in 
NMP to clarify the ambiguity. 

Another important distinction in Fabro’s text is that between the initial 
affirmation of the distinction between essence and esse in finite beings and 
the more mature one at the end of metaphysical reflection. The initial 
affirmation corresponds to the second level of our notion of being — the 
proportional or methodological notion of ens-esse — and can be affirmed in a 
variety of ways. However, a true, metaphysical understanding of this 
distinction is not achieved unless the participated esse of the creature is seen 
in relation to Esse per essentiam. Such an understanding pertains to the 
latter stages of metaphysical reflection and presupposes the demonstration 
of the existence of the First Cause or Maximum Ens. 

On a final note, Alain Contat has recently argued that Fabro’s 
concluding syllogism on the real distinction involves a confluence of the 
formal resolution-reduction and real resolution-reduction that were 
distinguished earlier: “The formal reduction ascends along the line of the 
participation of perfections, while the real reduction ascends the way of 
actuating causality. In the last phase of the resolution, the two sides 
converge in the syllogism that establishes the ontological difference as real 
composition of essence and the act of being’”!””. Fabro’s syllogism follows: 


Every creature is said (to be) ens per participationem. 


But everything that is per participationem, it is necessary that it be divided into 
participant and participated, such that every participant is composed of 
participant and participated as of potency and act. 


16 See L. ROMERA, Pensar el ser, 262: “Al acto de ser con toda su plenitud 
especulativa se llega por medio de una ascensi6n segtin dos vias. El planteamiento, 
que se presenta de modo claro en Nozione metafisica di partecipazione, no obstante 
la elaboraci6n y maduracidn de su pensamiento, se mantiene en Partecipazione e 
causalita, es un punto fijo de su propuesta’”. Romera quotes PC, 221-222, which 
we will examine in Chapter Four (4.2). 

''7 A. CoNTAT, “Le figure della differenza ontologica...”, 120-121. 
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Therefore, every creature is [really] composed of act and potency in the line of 
ens which is of participated and participant: participant meaning the essence or 


suppositum, and that which is participated ipsum esse or actus essendi'”®. 


Contat’s comments on the syllogism’s conclusion are enlightening and 
introduce our next point on the nature of the methodological priority of 
participation, as found in NMP’s conclusion. Contat writes: 


Therefore, created ens which, as such, receives its being from subsisting 
Being, is called ens per participationem; now, ens per participationem is 
composed of a participant and a participated, which are opposed to one 
another as potency and act; for this reason, created ens is composed of two co- 
principles, essence and the act of being, correlated as potency and act. For 
Fabro, participation — led to the couplet of potency and act — is the explicative 


we ‘4 199 
reason for the real distinction!””. 


2.4 The methodological priority of the notion of participation 


The Conclusion to NMP speaks of a “methodological priority” of the 
Platonic couplet of participated-participant over the Aristotelian couplet of 
act-potency. Fabro begins his exposition by reflecting on the value of the 
notion of participation in the Thomistic synthesis. He notes that one of the 
central principles at work in the Thomistic position on the real distinction 
between essence and the act of being in creatures is the following: “actus 
non limitatur nisi per potentiam propriam’””””, However, this principle, he 
points out, requires a metaphysical foundation. Can recourse be made to the 
notion of participation? 

In his response~”", Fabro highlights the fact that in Aquinas there is a 
new concept of act which goes beyond Aristotelian form and essence, and a 


$C. FABRO, NMP, 235: “Omnis creatura dicitur (esse) ens per 
participationem. Sed omne quod est per participationem oportet quod dividatur in 
participans et participatum, ita quod omne participans componatur ex participante 
et participato, tamquam ex potentia et actu. Ergo omnis creatura componitur 
[realiter] ex actu et potentia in linea entis quod est ex participato et participante: 
participans dicitur essentia vel suppositum, et quod est participatum ipsum esse seu 
actus essendi’”’. 

' A. CONTAT, “Le figure della differenza ontologica...”, 121. 

20 See Summa Contra Gentiles, I, ch. 43 

©! C. FABRO, NMP 328: “In Thomism, the notion of participation has a 
properly constructive, irreplaceable and therefore, indispensible function’. To 
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new concept of potency which is different from the Aristotelian potency 
proper to prime matter. Aquinas, he argues, comes to these new concepts of 
act and potency by means of the notion of participation?” With the new 
notion of potency — the reduction of form to potency in relation to the act of 
being — the world is seen to have a much more complex structure than it had 
in Aristotle’s thought””’, According to Fabro, Aquinas left us an example of 
the “methodological priority” of the notion of participation in Summa 
Contra Gentiles, Il, ch. 52-54, where we see a true progression in the 
assimilation of concepts: in ch. 52, St. Thomas demonstrates the real 
distinction between essence and esse with the notion of participation alone; 
in ch. 53, he applies the couplet act-potency to the real distinction; in ch. 54, 
St. Thomas explains the nature of this new concept of potency and this new 
mode of composition” $5 

Thomistic metaphysics gravitates around this new notion of esse as 
transcendental act, which, Fabro holds, is considered in via iudicii after the 
affirmation of the real distinction between essence and the act of being”. 
St. Thomas’s conception of act and esse goes well beyond that of Aristotle. 
Aquinas is concerned with fidelity to principles, more than “historical 
fidelity” to sources. For Aristotle, the real essence as such is called act and, 
in particular, form, while the subject that receives the essence is called 
“potency” and, in particular, matter. Being (essere), for Aristotle, is an 


support his position, Fabro refers to the work of Roland-Gosselin, who argues that 
normally St. Thomas first admits the real distinction between essence and esse, and 
only afterwards considers esse and essence as act and potency. This sequence is 
found in several of St. Thomas’s texts: In IT Sent., d. 3, q. 1, a. 1; In VHT Phys., lect. 
21, Quodlibet. 3 q. 8, a. 20; De Spiritualis Creaturibus, a. 1. 

*0? These points will be taken up in a 1961 article, “La determinazione 
dell’atto nella metafisica tomistica”, which we will consider in Chapter Five 
(5.1.1). 

203 See C. FABRO, NMP, 329. Fabro’s argument continues: Thus, while it is 
true that every form as such is act (as Aristotle affirmed), there are varying degrees 
(magis et minus) in the actuality of the form, and there is only one form — God, 
who alone is fully in act — that cannot be a “subject”. All the other forms which are 
in act according to one aspect and in potency according to another, can be said in 
some way, to remain in potency and are able to be “subjects”. Spiritual substances, 
even though they are subsistent forms, have a certain potency since they have a 
finite and limited act of being. Consequently, “esse subiectum” and “recipere” are 
not necessarily linked to materiality. 

*™ See C. FABRO, NMP, 331-332. 

205 C_ FABRO, NMP, 332. 
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essence or form in act. Accordingly, Fabro argues that St. Thomas came to 
his new notion of esse by means of Neo-platonic speculation, rather than 
Aristotelian speculation. Neo-Platonism furnished texts which oriented 
metaphysics toward the couplet of essence-esse; it also furnished some 
principles which, in a certain sense, lead to the real distinction. The first of 
these is the transcendental use of the notion of participation?” For these 
reasons, Fabro defends a “methodological priority’ of the couplet 
“participated and participant” over that of “‘act and potency”. Participation 
penetrates all the acts and perfections to which finite ens is susceptible and 
adapts well to the demands of analogy. Participation helps us “penetrate the 
metaphysical structure of the concrete and shows us the ontological 
hierarchy of the various formalities and various degrees of being, in the 
relation that they have to ‘Jpsum Esse’, introduces and founds analogy, by 
which our knowledge of being can proceed according to rigorous 
determinations””””. Fabro affirms that it is the notion of participation which 
allows us move, by means of an ascending motion of thought, from the 
predicamental order to the transcendental order. 

This ascension from the predicamental order to the transcendental 
involves the way in which metaphysics may be structured around such 
participations. Fabro alludes to this in the text that follows, contrasting the 
propter quid role of transcendental participation in being and the via 
inventionis role of predicamental participation: 


The notion of participation that is exercised, in Aristotelianism””’ — at first in 
the accidental order and then in the predicamental substantial order — within 
particular modes of being, obliges the mind to consider the participation of 
being as such and to seek an ulterior foundation for the participants and 
participations. It is true that participation in being offers the ultimate reason 
propter quid for all the other participations; but together it is in these 
participations, which are more evident in the via inventionis, that we can 


objectivize and “critically” found the notion of participation in being””. 


With respect to the relationship between act-potency and participation in the 
structure of metaphysical reflection, we saw earlier how Fabro contrasts the 
heuristic value of the Platonic couplet of participant-participated with the 


°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 337. 

*°7 C. FABRO, NMP, 337. 

8 See C. FABRO, IST (1983), 234: instead of “is exercised, in 
Aristotelianism” it reads “is presented, in Thomism”. 

2° C_ FABRO, NMP, 338. 
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systematic value of the Aristotelian couplet of act-potency”'”. This 
distinction will be helpful when we consider Fabro’s Metaphysica in the 
next chapter. 


2.5 Summary 


The principal conclusions of our study of metaphysical reflection in 
NMP may be summarized as follows. 

1) Intensive metaphysical abstraction-reflection. In this early work, 
intensive metaphysical abstraction or reflection is consequent on total and 
formal abstraction and, in general, consists in a dialectical comparison of 
formalities with the individual’s act of being so as to conclude in the “ratio 
of being”. Metaphysical abstraction-reflection is distinct from the intellect’s 
operations proper to the other speculative sciences. In fact, total and formal 
abstraction are said to leave esse behind. The goal of intensive abstraction- 
reflection is to achieve intelligibility and order among the varying 
inequalities of the different formalities. This inequality is resolved through 
the notion of participation and the intensive notion of being. In NMP, the 
initial stages of intensive metaphysical reflection are developed at length: 
the dialectical ascension proper to predicamental, structural participation 
and the formal resolution of the essence which ends in the (formal) intensive 
notion of esse. The (real) resolution to Jpsum Esse Subsistens is not 
developed at length. 

2) Synopsis. By means of intensive abstraction, the metaphysician is 
able to make a synopsis of all the forms and degrees of being and, thus, 
obtain the formal intensive notion of being. “Synopsis” refers to a type of 
mental act, whereby the intellect “sees” — in a com-present fashion — the 
various ways in which esse is participated. This notion of the ‘supreme 
formality’ of being is a type of synthesis and ‘absolute totality’ with regard 
to all the particular formalities; a type of logical-metaphysical synolon of all 
the manifestations of being in relation to which every form or degree is 
nothing but a participation. Synopsis does not consist in a summation of acts 
and perfections, nor is it a “purification” that the mind exercises on the 
concrete in order to grasp a formality as such. On the contrary, the acts and 
formalities are first generalized according to their own values and then seen 
to imply one another according to an ascending progression. The passage 
from one perfection to another in metaphysics becomes, in this way, like a 


710 C_ FABRO, NMP, 340. 
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type of passage to the limit, in which both predicamental perfections and 
transcendental perfections are confronted with esse. 

3) The notion of intensive esse. Fabro distinguishes three principal 
stages in the development of the notion of being. Esse is initially present 
within the primum cognitum of ens. Fabro speaks of this initial esse as 
“existence” and in terms of sensible experience and perception. Further 
reflection brings about the proportional or methodological notion of esse. 
This notion embraces the logical esse of judgment, formal being as essence 
and the being-in-act of the essence. The third stage moves beyond formal 
being and being-in-act and comes the intensive notion of esse. Fabro uses 
the “intensive notion” of esse to refer to: 1) being as the formal, intensive 
plexus of all perfections, 2) the creature’s participated actus essendi; and 3) 
God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens. In NMP and some of his other works, Fabro 
is slightly ambiguous about the meaning and exact application of the 
“intensive notion of esse”. Considered in light of the greater context of his 
works, we see that Fabro clearly does not intend with this intensive notion 
of being to equate the creature’s esse participatum with (Ipsum) Esse 
Subsistens. Somewhat lacking in NMP is an exposition of the Thomistic 
doctrine of analogy, which could have clarified Fabro’s use of the term 
“intensive notion of esse”. 

4) Dialectical ascension in predicamental participation. The first 
stage of metaphysical reflection — which is developed according to the 
Platonic couplet of participated-participant and in reference to the problem 
of multiplicity — is referred to as a “dialectical ascension”. In this 
“dialectical ascension”, the logical or formal-notional participations of 
genus-species and species-individual are give a real foundation by means of 
establishing a proportional correspondence to the real participations of 
subject-accidents and matter-form. These four participations are called 
“univocal participations” since they remain at the level of physical 
contrariety, yet may be considered metaphysically according to the real 
degrees of perfection they manifest and sub ratione entis. The passage from 
physical contrariety (the opposition of terms of movement) to metaphysical 
contrariety (the distinction between different degrees of perfection) is made 
by means of a dialectical comparison of the perfections proper to the 
varying formalities to the intensive notion of being. 

5) Formal resolution of the essence. Within the transcendental order, 
the ultimate terminus of the formal resolution of the essence, which moves 
along the line of participated perfection, is called “formal, intensive esse”. 
This formal resolution employs a dialectic that relates the abstract 
formalities and the pure perfections (vivere et intelligere) to the supreme 
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formality of being. In relation to this being, every formal, specific and 
generic perfection is presented as a “particular perfection”. Every formality, 
in the order of being, always lacks some real perfection and is limited and 
restricted in some way. Consequently, every formality is always considered 
as a “participant” with respect to esse. Ipsum esse includes in se, as a plexus, 
the perfection of the other formalities. In this way, the formal, intensive 
notion of ‘esse’ is thus seen as the formal, absolute fullness of every 
perfection. Consequently, esse, in an abstract manner, coincides with “esse 
maximum formale” which is the terminus of the intensive abstraction- 
reflection and is the plexus of all formal and transcendental perfections. The 
relationship between this formal, intensive notion of esse and that of esse 
commune is not clear. 

6) Real resolution of actus essendi. In contrast to the formal resolution 
of essence according to participated perfection, the subsequent, real 
resolution of actus essendi moves along the line of participated act. It 
considers esse in a more concrete fashion and as act. In this way, esse is 
seen as the act of all acts (especially, as the actuating act of all accidental 
acts and substantial form). This resolution eventually terminates, not in esse 
maximum formale or a “synthesis” of all forms and perfections, but rather in 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens, which contains in se all the actual and possible 
participations of being. Key to this real resolution is ascertaining, by means 
of a demonstration, that this pure subsistent act, this Ipsum Esse Subsistens, 
really “exists”. In this way, participation is no longer a mere notional or 
conditional relation of intelligibility, but a real relation of triple causality — 
exemplary, efficient, final — , according to a total dependence of the creature 
on the Creator. Recourse is made to the transcendental notion of 
participation applied under a two-fold aspect: first of all, as extrinsic 
causality (exemplar, efficient and final) and then as real intrinsic 
composition in the order of being. Created ens is composed of a participant 
(potency) and a participated (act) and receives its participated act (esse 
inhaerens) from Subsisting Being Itself Upsum esse subsistens). For this 
reason, created ens is called ens per participationem or id quod finite 
participat esse. 

7) Methodological priority of participation. For Fabro, the couplet 
participant-participated has a methodological priority over that of act- 
potency. This is seen both in Fabro’s preference — in NMP — for the problem 
of multiplicity over that of accidental and substantial change, and in his 
argument that St. Thomas comes to the real distinction through the notion of 
participation and only subsequently applies the notions of act and potency to 
the two real principles of essence and act of being. 
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8) Demonstration of the real distinction according to the notion of 
participation. With regard to the multiplicity of arguments used by St. 
Thomas to prove the real distinction of essence and esse in creatures, Fabro 
contends that the most philosophical and comprehensive argument is based 
on the notion of participation. Fabro develops and articulates this in later 
works according to three speculative principles: the emergence of act, 
separated perfection, and participation. 

9) The latter stages of metaphysical reflection. The latter stages of 
metaphysical reflection are only hinted at in NMP. It is clear that the 
dialectical ascension of structural-predicamental participation opens up to an 
initial affirmation of the distinction between essence and esse. This initial 
affirmation allows the subsequent resolutions of ens-esse according to 
participated perfection and actuating causality. With regard to the nature of 
the latter stages of metaphysical reflection, Fabro merely hints at the role of 
the demonstration of the existence of Ipsum Esse Subsistens (according to 
the Fourth Way) and at the roles of extrinsic causality (efficient, exemplary 
and final), at participation as causal dependence and at the notion of 
creation. Fabro’s texts seem to imply that subsequent to the proof of the 
existence of God and development of the theme of creation there is a return 
to the problem of the creature’s participative structure and the rigorous 
determination of being in light of the doctrine of analogy. 


3. Method and the real distinction in Neotomismo e Suarezismo (1941) 


Fabro’s Neotomismo e Suarezismo (NS) is a treatise on the Thomistic 
real distinction between essence and esse in creatures and is primarily a 
response to the work of Pierre Descoqs, S.J., one of the most adamant 
opponents of the Thomistic real distinction”''. NS offers a demonstration of 
the real distinction as well as insight into Fabro’s thought on the method of 
metaphysical reflection and the metaphysician’s apprehension of esse. 


211 See C, FABRO, Neotomismo e Suarezismo, Editrice del Verbo Incarnato, 
Segni 2005. For a recent contextualization of NS in the life and works of Cornelio 
Fabro, see especially E. FONTANA, “Gli esordi di un gran pensatore’’, p. 11-34, and 
J. VILLAGRASA, “Il retroscena di una polemica: le XXIV tesi tomistiche” p. 35-90, 
in J. VILLAGRASA (ed.), Neotomismo e Suarezismo. Il confronto di Cornelio Fabro, 
Ateneo Pontificio Regina Apostolorum, Rome 2006. See also J. VILLAGRASA, 
“Origin, nature and initial reception of the XXIV Thomistic theses in light of the 
controversy between Neo-Thomism and Suarezism”’, Doctor Angelicus 6 (2006), 
193-230. 
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These insights are found primarily in Part Three, “The Thomistic 
terminology of the real distinction” and in Part Five, “Principles of the Real 
Distinction”. Methodological indications, however, are sparse due to the 
exegetical nature of MNS, its textual analyses and_ terminological 
clarifications. 


3.1 Towards an understanding of the real distinction 


In Part Three of NS, Fabro reflects on the different types of real 
distinction in created being and seeks to determine the nature of the real 
distinction between essence and esse in creatures. The problem concerns the 
parallel that some authors make between the real distinction of suppositum 
and nature and the distinction between essence and esse. Fabro argues as 
follows: 

1) Paralleling the composition of suppositum and nature with that of 
essence and existence is extraneous to Aquinas’s s texts. The suppositum 
and the essence are to each other as concrete whole and formal part, like ens 
and essence or even ens and esse. Esse and essentia, on the other hand, are 
both constitutive elements [principles] of the whole and are not “related” to 
each other as whole and part”!. 

2) To the objection which states that God’s creative act terminates in 
esse, and that, therefore, the essence does not come from God, but rather 
from some other principle, Fabro responds by quoting St. Thomas’s De 
Potentia: “From the very fact that esse is ascribed to a quiddity, not only is 
the quiddity said to be but also to be created: since before it had esse it was 
nothing, except perhaps in the Creator’s intellect, where it is not a creature 
but rather creating essence”’'*. In the text, it is clear that esse and essentia 
are two principles of created ens and that creation embraces both esse and 
essence inasmuch as God creates both the act and its real, corresponding 
potency”*. 

3) The main reason why the parallel mentioned above is incorrect is 
that there are, in fact, different ways that principles or realities can be really 
distinct. These form two groups: those based on the duality of act and 
potency and those that are not. For example, the real distinction between the 


*" See C. FABRO, NS, 73-74. 

*13 De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5 ad 2: “Ex hoc ipso quod quidditati esse attribuitur, 
non solum esse, sed ipsa quidditas creari dicitur: quia antequam esse habeat, nihil 
est, nisi forte in intellectu creantis, ubi non est creatura, sed creatrix essentia’’. 

*'* See C. FABRO, NS, 74. 
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Divine Persons of the Trinity, the two natures of the Incarnate Word, the 
concrete essence and its individuating characteristics, and the nature and the 
suppositum, are not based on the duality of act and potency. On the other 
hand, the real composition (and distinction) between substance and 
accidents, matter and form and essence and existence are based on the 
metaphysical foundation of act-potency couplet. Thus, “essence and 
existence are really distinct insofar as they are to each other as act and 
potency in the real order’”*">” 

This last point is developed in a subsection towards the end of Part 
Three entitled: “Act and potency, essence and existence in the unity of ens”. 
In it, Fabro deals with one of the more difficult questions in metaphysics: 
“How can one affirm a real distinction between the real essence and the real 
act of being, when the essence is real only by means of the act of being?””'®. 
Fabro responds that act and potency are not “entia’, but rather “principia 
entis” and that they are intrinsically ordered to one another such that, in the 
constitution of real being, one is the absolute and total ontological condition 
of the reality of the other. With regard to seeing the essence as “potency” 
with respect to the act of being, Fabro admits that this particularly difficult, 
since man cannot fully understand the “mode” of creation and is limited to 
noting and demonstrating the “fact” of creation”'’. Still, Aquinas did find an 
analogy in the physical order that helps us understand the causality and 
composition of the act of being and essence in the metaphysical order: 
namely, the way in which light is caused in the diaphanum and informs it by 
its act”'®. In the analogy, diaphanum is called “susceptivum luminis” and 
essence is called “susceptiva ipsius esse’. Fabro comments on the analogy 
as follows: 


715 C_FABRO, NS, 75. 

216 C_FABRO, NS, 85. 

same Si FABRO, NS, 86-87: “Our mental attitude with respect to the 
composition which is the proper and primary effect of creation can’t be any other 
way. Thus, the composition between essence and existence does not have any 
projection that is properly adequate, or even in some way proportional, to the 
sensible order from which out mind rises to the contemplation of the intelligible: 
that is why I said that, concerning the mode of the act-potency composition that 
creatures have between the act of being and the essence, what we can know 
reduces more to an sit than quid sit’. 

718 See Q. D. De Anima, a. 1 ad 6; Summa contra Gentiles, Il, ch. 54; Ibid., 
Ill, ch. 67; I, q. 48, a. 3; I, q. 104, a. 1; In IT De Anima, lect. 14, nn. 404-405; Ibid., 
lect. 15, n. 427. 
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Just as diaphaneitas refers to a quality and a positive perfection of air, it 
remains as a potency and a pure potency, with respect to light; and when the 
light invests it and penetrates it entirely and actuates its splendor, this 
diaphaneitas does not cease being that potency or receptive capacity where the 
air is penetrated by luminosity. Diaphaneitas does not refer exclusively to the 
condition for the passage from darkness to light, but it is properly that positive 
quid in the air, by which the light can penetrate the air and in it conserve itself. 
The presence of the light in the diaphanous does not get rid of the radical 
potentiality of diaphaneitas, but rather presupposes it as the all-necessary 
condition for its very being-there. This example of transparency (in air) and 
light illustrates the respective characteristic of potency and act — in the pure 
metaphysical meaning — in an excellent fashion: it is on such a line of thought 
that the Angelic Doctor brings us to understand the real composition of essence 
and the act of being as of act and potency — ut quibus — in the entitative 


order”””. 


The analogy brings out the role of the potency-principle (essence) which is a 
“permanent” condition for the subsistence of the participated act (esse). This 
potency-principle is not removed, but rather remains and fulfills the role of 
subject and support of its act. Consequently, this potency only emerges as 
potency insofar as it is the receptive capacity of such an act. In this case, it is 
the potency-principle that ontologically determines the act””?, 

Regarding our theme of the method of metaphysical reflection, these 
texts bring four points to mind 


[1] The more Aristotelian and systematic itinerary of metaphysical 
reflection moves along the line of potency-act from the real 
composition-distinction of substance-accidents to that of matter- 
form and, finally, to that of essence-esse. This structure appears 
frequently in Fabro’s texts on the initial stages of metaphysical 
reflection. 

[2] The distinction between nature and suppositum in finite ens does not 
appear to constitute an essential stage of metaphysical resolution in 
the line of act and potency, since the composition involved is 
different from the three just mentioned — the former is characterized 
as whole-part, while the latter involve the constitutive principles of a 
whole. 


719 C_ FABRO, NS, 88. 
?20 See C. FABRO, NS, 88-89. 


308 


CHAPTER TWO: THE DIALECTIC OF PARTICIPATION 


[3] Ultimately, a metaphysical understanding of the real distinction 
between essence and esse needs to be seen in terms of composition 
and causality. And as we have seen, Fabro holds that the notion of 
participation (static and dynamic) is best suited to this task. 

[4] Fabro is conscious of the limits of our intellect and the nature of our 
analogical knowledge of intellectual realities which have their 
starting point in sensible experience. Our limited understanding of 
the creation of esse and essence is attained at the very limits of 
metaphysics and, in a certain sense, constitutes the goal of 
metaphysics in that, in creation, ens qua ens is seen in light of its 
ultimate efficient, exemplary and final cause according to the notion 
of participation. 


3.2 The principles of the real distinction 


Further insight into the method of metaphysical reflection with regard 
to the real distinction is found in Part Five of NS, “The Principles of the 
Real Distinction”, which is divided into three sections: 1) The notion of 
esse; 2) The doctrinal indications of the real distinction and its difficulties; 
3) Realism and the real distinction. We will look briefly at the implicit 
methodological considerations contained in the first two sections. 

The notion of esse. In the opening subsection, “Real contents and 
logical determinations”, Fabro notes that the divergent views of Thomism 
and Suarezism on the nature of the composition of finite ens are based on 
two “different gnoseological inspirations”. This difference refers to the way 
thought and reality are held to correspond to one another, and thus, to two 
different theories on the nature of the abstraction of the universal from the 
singular. Suarezians accuse Thomists of “ultra-realism”’, while the latter 
accuse the former of “nominalism’”. To overcome this problem, Fabro seeks 
to justify the “moderate realism” of Thomism. He reaffirms the Thomistic 
conception of prime matter as pure potency and as lacking any entitative or 
formal act, the three degrees according to which the intellect may abstracts 
formal contents from matter’', and the — indirect, proportional 


*2I Tn this early work, Fabro still affirms the theory of the three degrees of 
abstraction: “[Thomists] affirm that this liberation from matter, in intellectual 
knowledge, is still not perfect from the first instance, either in spontaneous thought 
or in scientific thought. They affirm in the latter, more properly, that there are three 
stages or degrees of intelligible elaboration or liberation of the pure formal contents 
from the conditions of matter: in empirical sciences (first degree), in order to come 
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correspondence between the real composition of matter and form and the 
logical composition of genus and difference*”*. Fabro argues that a kind of 
logical composition should even be affirmed of the angels — that of 
“spirituality” as genus and proper degree of perfection as difference. Each 
angelic species is immediately differentiated per se and constitutes a 
different degree of reality. This is because act, to the degree that it is in act, 
is not subject to an ulterior resolution. This conception of the angelic nature, 
then, is a confirmation of one of the fundamental Thomistic principles: 
“Actus non limitatur nisi per potentiam in qua recipitur’””> 

The second subsection, “Ens, essentia, esse’, continues this reflection 
on act and refers to the metaphysical reflection outlined in NMP. Forms are 
acts, are in act and are something determinate and finite, such that the 
content of one form remains outside that of the other. This fact occasions 
the problem of the “ontological sufficiency” of such forms. Solving the 
problem involves a combined reflection on extrinsic causal dependence 
(dynamic participation) and intrinsic composition (static participation): 


According to St. Thomas — as I sought to show in the work about the notion of 
participation — this gradual arrangement of the forms according to the intensity 
of the perfections in relation to esse brings the mind to consider esse as the 
“forma formarum’, the act of all acts and the ontological plexus of all 
perfections. Being, which is entirely and only being, is the only being that has 
the right of being. And yet, in fact, experience and reason show us that many 
other beings exist which are not Being; thus, they do not have the right to 
being. The act of being belongs to these beings as a “gift” from the liberality of 
the First Being (causality). The problem, though, cannot be exhausted, in an 
adequate speculative conception, in noting the relationship of extrinsic 
dependence that the realized essence has toward the realizing First Cause. 
Every attribute and formality which truly belongs to a thing, whatever be the 
mode of its origin, should found an intrinsic attribution of itself: thus, such 
attribution is only founded when one supposes, within the realized ens, a 


to the universal laws, one leaves aside that which belongs to the singular individual 
and one retains only the characteristics that are common to the species; in 
mathematical sciences (second degree), one considers only the properties that 
belong to physical reality according to its most universal aspect of pure corporeity 
or of extension and numeric computation; in metaphysics alone (third degree), one 
establishes the characteristics that belong to beings as beings” (NS, 112-113). 

* See C. FABRO, NS, 113-115; 141-143. 

* See C. FABRO, NS, 117. 
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habitual and quiescent, so to speak, participation of being as “actualizing 


The text recalls the distinction in NMP between the “formal resolution of 
the essence” and the “resolution of actus essendi’’. In the first, we come to 
esse as the ontological plexus of all perfections. In the second resolution, we 
see the participated act of being as being communicated to the creature by 
God (Ipsum Esse Subsistens), yet esse remains distinct from the creature’s 
essence, just as an act that “realizes” a potency in the real order. This view 
of the nature of the composition of essence and participated esse in 
creatures presupposes the following three points: “‘a) that esse is properly 
‘act’ according to the most rigorous content that this term has; b) that the 
esse Which is the ‘absolute existence’ and esse which is the ‘plenitudo 
actuum et formarum’ coincide ideally and really; c) that esse, in analytical 
metaphysical resolution, always has to be treated as act and form”””>. 

With respect to the first point (a), Fabro explains that esse is always 
and most properly “act” and that it is only by distinguishing different 
meanings of esse that some of St. Thomas’s more difficult texts on esse are 
able to be properly understood. For example, in texts which deal with 
whether or not there is one esse or two in Christ, it is important to see that 
real esse is twofold: esse as actus entis and esse as essentia. The first is 
“unique” for every suppositum — thus, in this sense, Christ has only one 
esse. The second is multiplied according to the multiplicity of natures and 
accidents — thus, in this sense, Christ can be said to have more than one 
esse. 

Fabro explains that the second point (b) is important for the 
conceptual analysis of the problem inasmuch as it evidences the surpassing 
which metaphysics ought to accomplish in the theoretical order with respect 
to the data of phenomenology. This second point also recalls the abstract- 
concrete connection between the formal resolution of essence and the real 
resolution of act. In a phenomenological investigation, one thing is 
“existence” (the fact of being) and another is that which exists. In the 
former, everything agrees; in the latter, one thing is distinguished from 
another by the content that is proper to each. Metaphysical reflection goes 
beyond this phenomenological duality. Here, Fabro also highlights the latter 


24 C_FABRO, NS, 118. 
25 C_ FABRO, NS, 118. 
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stages of metaphysical reflection*®: Only in God are essence and esse 
identical; in all other beings, the two “acts” of essence and esse cannot be 
identical and this raises the problem of determining their relationship. This 
relationship is not immediately clear per se, yet the fact that something 
exists can be evident and its existence can appear founded when one 
demonstrates that it depends on God. The real problem, though, is how this 
finite ens — which is not the fullness of being with respect to its content and 
which, therefore, lacks the “right” to be — concretely is and exists’””, Fabro 
continues: 


Saying that finite ens exists because it has been caused by God, is a very 
sensible response, moreover [such a response is] necessary; but can this signify 
the ultimate reason by which existence is attributed to a ens to which it does 
not belong by right? How can a formality, and esse is a formality — as we have 
seen — as well, concretely distinct from the essence, be predicated of a concrete 
without being immanent to the concrete itself? Mere recourse to extrinsic 
cause, be this even the First Cause, is not enough, at least for the one who 
wants to bring the demands of speculative analysis to its very depths: the real 
distinction between essence and existence resolves, in Thomism, the demand 
that was just now outlined and that, in my modest opinion, is affirmed in the 
initial determination of the content of the concept of “ens’”””®. 


In Thomism, then, ens involves an intrinsic relationship of the essence to the 
act of being. Thus, the first division of finite ens into substance and 
accidents reduces to being the enunciation of the two fundamental forms 
according to which the relationship of the composition of essence with esse 
may be realized: “the substance as ‘id cui competit’, ‘id quod habet esse in 
se’; the accident as ‘id cui competit habere esse in Glico’. 


6 C. FABRO, NS, 120: “Metaphysical investigation, on the contrary, 
considers the act of being and the subject of being. This brings one to conclude 
right away the sameness of the one and the another in subsisting Being and makes 
one think, consequently, that the being which is the act of existing and the being as 
essence are found in a diminished state in other beings under both aspects: it is the 
recognition of this diminution or degradation of being which brings one to admit, 
within the creature, a real opposition of constitutive principles, which is the 
(analogical) opposition of act and potency, from which the affirmation of a real 
distinction between essence and existence arises”. 

*T See C. FABRO, NS, 121. 

8 C. FABRO, NS, 121. 

cae ON FABRO, NS, 123. Fabro continues: “The first division of ens must 
needs lead to the modes of the real composition between essence and existence. In 
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The third point (c) deals with esse as act and form without restrictions. 
This means explaining the multiplicity and degradation of esse according to 
one of the two modes that explains the multiplicity and degradation of the 
other acts or forms. First, all formalities, which are understood to subsist in 
a state of formal purity must be one and unique. Thus, subsisting esse is 
unique due to the absolute identity of essence and esse. Secondly, every 
formality allows one of two modes of participation or division: 1) either as a 
generic form into its species by way of adding differences which are 
extrinsic to the genus; or 2) as a specific form by way of the real “subjects” 
which receive it. In every being which is not God, then, the act of being is 
had by participation and this not according to the first mode (for being is not 
a genus), but rather according to the second mode — that of being received in 
a real subject. Thus, the form or essence acts as subject with respect to the 
act of being”. Divine esse is not received in a subject. Therefore it is not an 
esse inhaerens or limited, but rather subsistens and unlimited. In all other 
beings, esse is necessarily “inhaerens”’. 

The real distinction. In the second section (B) on the “Doctrinal 
indications of the real distinction and its difficulties”, Fabro considers four 
“Thomistic difficulties” regarding the real distinction that are very 
enlightening. We will only consider the first difficulty as it concerns the 
principle “forma dat esse” and comes to bear on the relationship between 
the formal order and the entitative order. At first glance, the Aristotle 
principle “forma dat esse” seems to reduce esse to the being-in-act of the 
form and, therefore, there is a real identification between form and esse. For 
example, In IV Metaph., lect. 2, n. 558 St. Thomas states that the esse of the 
thing is “quasi constituitur per principia essentiae’. Evidently, the objection 


fact, insofar as substance and accidents are the supreme genera of finite ens, they 
cannot agree in a common “formal” content: a similar treatment either would bring 
the conceptual resolution to the infinite, or oblige dealing with ens as a genus. 
Therefore, what remains is admitting, between the two, a “convenience in the way 
of realizing” the composition of an essence to an act of being that it receives in se 
from without and that to it is united as actuating principle, in a diverse way 
according to whether you deal with one or the other”. 

230 See C. FABRO, NS, 124. Fabro defends this point with two texts: In I 
Sent., d. 8, q. 5, a. 1: “Praeterea, omnis creatura habet esse finitum. Sed esse non 
receptum in aliquo, non est finitum, immo absolutum. Ergo omnis creatura habet 
esse receptum in aliquo; et ita oportet quod habeat duo ad minus, scilicet esse, et id 
quod esse recipit”; and Compendium theologiae, ch. 15: “Duplex est modus quo 
aliqua forma potest multiplicari: unus per differentias, sicut forma generalis, ut 
color in diversas species coloris; alius per subiectum, sicut albedo”. 
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continues, that which is constituted by the principles of the essence is 
nothing other than essential (formal) esse. In response, Fabro clarifies that 
the form (and essence) expresses the degree of perfection proper to being, 
and that the act of being in creatures is determined and structured by the 
form and by the essence”. Further, as “it is by way of the form, as by the 
‘formal part’ of the whole, that the act of being is attributed to the concrete, 
one can and should say that the form, for that which regards the formal 
determination of ens, truly ‘dat esse rei’; the degree of perfection of ens is 
determined by this and thus, “quasi constituitur per principia essentiae”’”?””, 
The “quasi”, Fabro points out, should not be overlooked. Namely, the esse 
of a created thing is distinct (aliud) from its essence, but one should not 
think of esse like any other accident which comes from without and which 
remains extrinsic. Rather, esse is a principle in the substantial order and the 
essence, which is its subject or the real potency, receives it and measures it. 
Esse is united to the essence so intimately that one can say that it is quasi 
constituted by the principles of the essence’, On the precise meaning of the 
principle “forma dat esse”, the Thomistic texts, Fabro argues, are in 
agreement with this interpretation’. 

Fabro concludes that the two possible meanings of the principle, 
“forma dat esse’— interpreting esse as essential act or as the act of being — 
are not opposed or exclusive to one another, but rather are able to be 
integrated with one another. The form provides the measure and degree of 
esse for finite ens — it is that which determines the measure to this form of 
being instead of another. In this sense, form, insofar as it is the 
determinative principle of being, is also a principle by which ens can exist. 
The act of being can be seen to actuate ens when this has been determined to 


31 See De spiritualis creaturibus, a. 1; De Potentia, q. 7, a.2 ad 5. 

>? C, FABRO, NS, 132. 

°° C. FABRO, NS, 133. 

34 See Summa contra Gentiles, Ul, ch. 54: “Ad ipsam etiam formam 
comparatur ipsum esse ut actus. Per hoc enim in compositis ex materia et forma 
dicitur forma esse principium essendi, quia est complementum substantiae, cuius 
actus est ipsum esse: sicut diaphanum est aeri principium lucendi quia facit eum 
proprium subiectum luminis”; De Veritate, q. 27, a. 1 ad 3: “Esse naturale per 
creationem Deus facit in nobis, nulla causa agente mediante, sed tamen, mediante 
aliqua causa forrmali: forma enim naturalis principium est esse naturalis”; De 
Potentia, q. 6, a. 6 ad 4: “Forma enim est principium essendi ut quo aliquid est, 
cum tamen et esse formae et esse materiae in composito sit ab uno agente. Si ergo 
sit aliqua substantia creata quae sit forma tantum, potest habere principium essendi 
efficiens, non formale’”’. 
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a given species by the form. When an essence is constituted by the form 
alone esse adheres directly to the form as such and belongs totally to it such 
that the form cannot “lose” its act of being: here, Fabro is speaking about 
the pure intelligences (the angels) and the human soul as subsistent form». 
Thus, the formal principle of the act of being is also the determinative 
principle of the essence, the “bearer” of the act of being. Fabro concludes: 
“The principle in question [forma dat esse], far from creating difficulties for 
the real distinction, founds it and prepares for the demonstration of the 
immortality of the soul”?°°, 


3.3 The proof of the real distinction 


In the conclusion of NS (p. 149-153), Fabro summarizes the Thomistic 
arguments in favor of the real distinction, the ultimate reason for the real 
distinction and the “nature” of each of the two principles. 

First, Fabro states that there are two fundamental arguments found in 
St. Thomas’s texts which prove the real distinction between essence and 
esse in creatures. The first is the logical argument which notes that 
“existence” does not enter into the definition of a thing’s essence. The 
second is properly metaphysical, is founded on the principle of ‘perfectio 
separata’, and is developed according to the theory of participation: the 
‘perfectio separata’ cannot be but one and unique and, as such, can only be 
multiplied and divided, insofar as it is received as act in the subjects which 
are really distinct as potency from it”*’. As we will see later on, Fabro holds 
that the principle of separated perfection is an extension of the principle of 
the emergence of act and intimately related to the principle of 
participation’**. 

Secondly, the ultimate reason for the real distinction, from a logical- 
theoretical viewpoint, is found in the Aristotelian principle which states that 
“ens non est genus” (Metaph., I, 3, 998b 18). Despite its maximum notional 


35 OQ. D. De anima, a. 6 ad 9 and a. 14. 

°°6 C. FABRO, NS, 135-136. 

57 See C. FABRO, NS, 152; H. JOHN, The Thomist Spectrum, 93. Both 
arguments, Fabro points out, are connected to each other. See C. FABRO, “Un 
itinéraire de S. Thomas: |’établissement de la distinction réelle entre essence et 
existence”, Revue de Philosophie 39 (1939), 285-310. 

*°8 See C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via”, Doctor 
Communis 7 (1954), 71-109; reprinted in Esegesi Tomistica (ET), Roma 1969, 351- 
385. See especially ET, 366. 
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extension, the notion of being cannot be subject to a perfect abstraction with 
respect to its inferiors. Thus, there cannot be one, unique, “formal concept” 
of ens, since each inferior has its own “formal concept” which expresses the 
proportion of its essence to its own act of being: in God this “proportion” is 
had according to identity, in the creature it is had according to the real 
distinction. In the creature, the substance is the proper subject of the act of 
being while the accident “has esse in alio”. In Thomism, these first divisions 
of ens, whether transcendental or predicamental, supposes the real 
distinction*”. 

Thirdly, these two points come to bear on the “character” or “nature” 
of essence and esse. Esse is not only referred to as “actualitas essentiae’, 
but also as “actualitas substantiae’’, “actus entis”’, “actus subsistentis’, and 
even “inesse” and “adhaerere substantiae’. Thus, the possible essence is 
not what subsists, rather it is the substance, the creature and the realized 
essence that subsists. For its part, essence is called “quod est’, “substantia”, 
“creatura’, “subiectum” and “receptiva ipsius esse”. A helpful analogy 
shows that essence is to esse as diaphaneitas is to light. Only by seeing the 
composition of essence and esse as a real, subjective composition does the 
analogy make sense’. In conclusion: “Ens includes, where the act of being 
is finite, a proportion of essence to the act of being which is not conceivable 
in the creature unless by means of a real distinction between the essence 
which is finite “in ordine entis” and the act of being which is made finite by 
the essence”™"'. 


As noted earlier, methodological indications are sparse in NS, most 
likely due to the exegetical-polemical nature of the text. Such indications 
may be summarized as follows: First, Fabro’s text alludes twice to the 
resolution of act along the line of subject-accidents, matter-form and 
essence-esse. Second, the ultimate understanding of the real distinction 
involves both extrinsic, causal dependence and intrinsic composition. The 
notion of participation is best suited to this task. Third, in Fabro’s 
interpretation of St. Thomas’s metaphysics, the principles: “Actus non 
limitatur nisi per potentiam in qua recipitur”’ and “forma dat esse’, are not 
problematic, but, on the contrary, confirm the coherence of his 


?39 See C. FABRO, NS, 152. 
40 See C. FABRO, NS, 152. 
41 Cc FABRO, NS, 153. 
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interpretation. Fundamental, in this interpretation, is Fabro’s distinction 
between the predicamental and transcendental orders and, in the 
transcendental order, between formal esse and actus essendi. Fourth, NS 
brings out the importance of the gnoseological basis of Thomistic 
metaphysics. Many of the metaphysical deviations between Suarez and St. 
Thomas are rooted in their different gnoseological inspirations. Fifth, in 
contrast to NMP, NS brings out more clearly the role of essence as receptive 
subject, measure of the act of being and formal principle of being, and the 
meaning of the terms “esse subsistens” and “esse inhaerens” as applied to 
God and creatures respectively. Finally, NS alludes to the roles of the 
principle of “separated perfection” and “participation” in the metaphysical 
argument for the real distinction between essence and esse in creatures. 


4. Emergence and dialectic in Percezione e pensiero (1941) 


The methodological indications found in NMP and NS are 
complemented by some novelties and clarifications offered in Percezione e 
Pensiero (PP)*’. The work deals primarily with the various participations 
of man’s sensitive, perceptive and intellectual faculties in the act of human 
knowledge and, therefore, only indirectly comes to bear on the method of 
metaphysics and our apprehension of the act of being. In a certain sense, we 
are dealing with a pre-metaphysical stage of reflection, yet it is a stage that 
provides a phenomenological foundation for the more advanced stages of 
metaphysical. In particular, then, we will look at three texts: Chapter Seven, 
“The Perception of the Spiritual” (PP, 269-300), Chapter Ten, “The 
Metaphysical Problem” (PP, 391-450) and the Conclusion (PP, 451-489). 
Chapter Seven is important as it provides insight into Fabro’s use of the 
term “emergence” (a term which is very frequent in his later works with 
regard to our metaphysical knowledge of esse). The second text, from 
Chapter Ten, deals with our phenomenological and ontological knowledge 
of substance, cause and the act of being; the text from the Conclusion 
clarifies the relationship between phenomenology and metaphysics and, 
more particularly, Fabro’s use of the term “dialectic” when referring to 
knowledge and being. 


*? I quote from C. FABRO, Percezione e Pensiero, Opere Complete 6, 
Editrice del Verbo Incarnato, Segni 2008. In comparison to the first edition (1942), 
the second edition (1962) often replaces “existence” with “esse”. 
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4.1 Fabro’s introduction of the term ‘‘emergence”’ 


Chapter Seven of Percezione e pensiero establishes two principles 
involved in the dialectic of knowledge — the principle of complementariness 
and the principle of emergence. Human knowledge, Fabro writes, “ascends 
by stages and is organized according to ‘planes’ of content: primary and 
secondary sensorial synthesis, knowledge of material essences abstractly 
and concretely, knowledge of the spiritual in concrete and in abstract”?*. In 
the act of knowledge, the principle of complementariness refers to the 
collaboration and subordination of the contents of the various orders 
(formal-sensitive content, value or sensible per accidens content, intelligible 
content). In this way, Thomism “explains the mutual implications between 
the external senses and common sense, between common sense and the 
cogitative power, between the cogitative power and the intellect”?“*. 
Complementariness by itself is not sufficient as it doesn’t explain the 
organizing principles and resolves into a circular reciprocity without coming 
to an objective resolution of absolute value. Thus, “phenomenological 
analysis urges further clarifications. Of these, the most essential consists in 
retaining that complementariness only expresses a moment in the dialectical 
process [...] of knowledge; in this dialectic the second [moment] is found in 
the emergence of an original content that is qualitatively new with respect to 
those that are foundational”. 

Emergence, Fabro continues, “consists in the fact that at a certain 
moment of ‘psychical maturity’, one works in the soul a kind of “passage to 
the limit’, a surpassing of the confines by which consciousness is actuated in 
superior contents and forms of life. Emergence develops degree by degree 
and extends to the entire sphere of conscious life’*“°. In the dialectic of 
knowledge, the “a quo” term is the immediately inferior function and object, 
while the “ad quem” term is the function and content that is called 
“emergent”. Thus, “the dialectical development of human thought is thus a 
fact and a phenomenological realty, not a fruit of a deduction or 
transcendental analysis”**’. This development comes about by combined 


* C. FABRO, PP, 287. 

* C. FABRO, PP, 291. 

*° C. FABRO, PP, 292. 

“6 C. FABRO, PP, 292. The phase “passage to the limit” recalls NMP and the 
use of the phrase in the dialectical ascension of predicamental participations to 
transcendental perfections and participations. 

*7 C, FABRO, PP, 294. 
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processes of complementariness and emergence, and not by pure 
juxtaposition of content (Associationism) or the pure creation of the object 
(Idealism). Such a development presupposes that the successive clarification 
and integration of objective contents is present to the same consciousness. 
“Thus, the subjective unity of consciousness is the fundamental condition of 
the dialectical development of knowledge”. Without this unity, neither 
complementariness nor emergence would be possible. This fact of unity is 
the ultimate foundation of the “phenomenology of knowing”**. 

In a concluding note to Chapter Seven, Fabro explains his use of the 
notion of emergence, which, he says, indicates “the surpassing that occurs in 
the passage from one objective plane to another”. If taken in a Thomistic 
sense, “emergence” is based on the notion of participation: 


Thomistic “emergence” is founded — if I am not wrong — on the notion of 
participation, which, in metaphysics, supposes the real transcendence of the 
participated with respect to the participant and its causal immanence under the 
form of influence for the dynamic aspect and under the form of similitude for 
the static one. In the predicamental order, then, this makes us see beings order 
in a scaled progression, of which every inferior degree retains in se, in an 
adumbrate way, something of the perfection of the immediately superior 
degree, according to the Dionysian metaphysics that St. Thomas incorporated 
into Aristotelianism””. 


Fabro holds that, for St. Thomas, “emergence” is two-fold: there is an 
emergence in the order of being (the progression of perfection) and in the 
order of knowing (a subordination of the inferior faculties to the superior 
ones): 


For St. Thomas, there is an emergence — or “excedence” as he prefers to call it 
— both in being and in knowing. In the order of being, emergence presents the 
progression of perfection — which is observed in ontological degrees — as a 
“surpassing” that the form tries to undertake from the constriction of matter, 
like a jump forward. In the order of knowing emergence is expressed in the 
subordination of the inferior faculties to the superior ones: in man, there are 
two typical cases of participation, namely, the cogitativa and the intellectus of 


48 See C. FABRO, PP, 295. 

* See C. FABRO, PP, 297. Fabro attributes the inspiration behind using the 
term “emergence” to C. Lloyd Morgan’s Emergent Evolution, Gifford Lectures 
(1922), London 1927. 

°° C. FABRO, PP, 298. 
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the first principles. The latter is the natural participation of the divine light in 


us, the former, a participation of the intellect in sensibility”. 


To support this insight, Fabro quotes St. Thomas’s text on the various 
degrees of emergence in the real order and links his “emergence” to St. 
Thomas’s terminology of excedentem and superexcedat™”. 


4.2 The metaphysical problem 


Chapter Ten concerns the “Metaphysical Problem”, the problem about 
“reality in se, according to contents and relations of an absolute value: being 
as being”? We will consider the first two of the chapter’s three sections”: 
Section One because it considers the “position” of reality and sheds light on 
the problem of the foundation of our apprehension of essence and 
affirmation of existence; and Section Two since it concerns the 
phenomenology of substance and considers the relationship between 


substance and the act of being from a phenomenological point of view. 
4.2.1 Phenomenology and the “‘position”’ of reality 


Sensible contents and intelligible contents. Phenomenology is 
important for metaphysical reflection as it concerns the basis from which 
idealism and realism proceed to their divergent, metaphysical affirmations. 
The opposition between idealism and realism does not hinge on an 
affirmation or negation of reality, but on the determination of reality. Both 
admit that metaphysics exists and that metaphysics has “reality” as its 
object; they differ, however, regarding the “position” of reality, namely, 
whether reality is posited by thought and dissolved into thought, or whether 
reality can be recognized as independent of thought”. From the 
phenomenological point of view, the entire problem is reduced to the 
function that experience has in the determination — the knowledge — of 
reality. Fabro notes that objectively valid knowledge has to “surpass” 


**! C, FABRO, PP, 298. 

°52 See De Spiritualibus Creaturis, a. 2. 

>? C, FABRO, PP, 391. 

**4 Section three concerns the phenomenology of cause and does make an 
interesting point that, in metaphysical reflection, the problem of cause always 
follows that of substance and the structure of reality (See PP, 449). 

*° See C. FABRO, PP, 392. 
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(superare) experience or, better put, has “to emerge” over experience. And 
since we are dealing with a “surpassing” which is an “emergence”, 
experience is not seen as extraneous to knowledge, but rather knowledge, in 
some way, concerns something that truly is. 

This recognition of the value of experience is not experience itself, but 
rather pertains to the intellect: experience presents reality and not merely an 
“appearance”; the intellect pronounces on reality when its own content has a 
proper and adequate response in experience: “The term ‘emergence’ well 
expresses both these moments, which in reality are founded in one moment. 
In the terminology of St. Thomas, the value of objectivity is founded by 
means of the ‘conversio ad phantasmata’, namely, the functional continuity 
between the senses and the intellect’*°. The “transcending”, then, that 
pertains to the universal is not a “leaving aside” of experience, but rather a 
retaining of it in the very act of knowledge. Fabro notes that this 
interdependence is one of the elements of human knowledge that makes 
(human) metaphysics possible: 


The possibility of metaphysics, at this point, is linked to such interchangeable 
subordination, and its development to the development of the same. The theory 
of the agent intellect or of intellectual activity, the theory of the cogitative 
power or of the participation of sensibility in reason — by which there is an 
initial preparation and subsequent objectivization of the intelligible — are the 
two salient points on which phenomenology hangs the fate of the metaphysics 


of real being””’. 


Such perceptive contents form the permanent background of intellectual 
knowledge and metaphysics. 

Phenomenal structure and real structure. The problem of perception 
is involved in the theoretical foundation of thought only insofar as one 
admits the fusion of data, experience and intellectual functions in the 
perceptive act. Contact with reality occurs in the exercise of perception. 
Phenomenology clearly evidences that perception concerns something-that- 
is and regards a content that is grasped in the exercise of the act of being: 
“Thus, in the object of perception we should distinguish the subject or 
essence and the act of being (esse): the perception of reality is the 
perception of an essence exercising its act of being. The foundation of the 
perception of reality consists in justifying the apprehension of ens as a 


256 C_FABRO, PP, 393. 
°57 C_ FABRO, PP, 393. 
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synthesis of essence and esse”*>*. At the same time, the problem of the 


relationship between essence and existence is not the problem of perception 
and it is proper to metaphysics to consider such a relation. However, 
“metaphysics cannot consider it in the abstract, if phenomenology does not 
present it in the concrete’. Thus, Fabro concludes, the intrinsic duality of 
the notion of ens is present in phenomenological analysis. In 
phenomenological terms the duality concerns the thing as thing and the fact 
of being of the thing. Given this duality of subject and act one can perceive 
“something in act’, for no object is perceptible unless it is not perceived as 
“something” in act. Conceptually, then, every object of perception can be 
expressed as ens in general with two ideas, essence and existence; insofar as, 
it is this ens, it can be expressed by other couplets of ideas, as “man” is 
expressed by the couplet of “animality” and “rationality”. “The foundation 
of the ideas and the relation between ideas which conceptually transcribe 
this ens, brings one to the specialized knowledge of the sciences: on the 
other hand, the foundation of the ideas and the relation between the first two 
ideas that regard ens, as ens, is that which constitutes the justification of the 
‘theory’ or contemplation of ens, metaphysics”. 

The judgment of perception spontaneously affirms the unification in 
act of essence and esse; yet this unification is not identity. The foundation of 
the perception of reality is resolved in the twofold problem of foundation of 
the data of the essence and of the foundation of the “data” of existence: one 
thing is knowing what an object is, another is knowing that it exists. 
Therefore, even phenomenologically, it seems that some sort of split 
between essence and existence is inevitable. “The fact that essence and 
existence have an irreducible notional content brings one to the position of 


258 C_FABRO, PP, 395. 

°° C_ FABRO, PP, 395. 

*°° C. FABRO, PP, 395. Phenomenologically speaking, “neither essence nor 
existence can boast of some priority of one over the other, since ens as such is 
recognized insofar as it means the exercise of act in (of) a subject. A subject 
without act is ‘essence’, not ens, and act without subject is ‘esse’, not ens.; ens is 
given by the com-presence of essence and esse according to a proper and 
irreplaceable function that belongs to one and the other. From this flows the most 
intimate property of the real: essence does not have intelligible meaning, or even a 
perceptive weight [portata], unless insofar as it is the subject of actus essendi, as 
the foundation and content of act: likewise, esse is the act of that which exists. This 
means that each of these necessarily implies, in its notion, one with respect to the 
other: essence can only be understood as that which exists or at least, can exist, 
esse as the act of such formality” (p. 395). 
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the duality; the fact that they are one for the other impedes that the duality 
becomes dualism and isolationism, since it affirms the integration””*’. 
Apprehension of essence and the affirmation of existence. 
Phenomenology aids metaphysics insofar as it can show that the notion of 
reality is strictly in agreement with perceptions. The existent is the proper 
object of perception; the possible is an object of abstract consideration. One 
perceives the existent when one realizes a certain phenomenal determination 
of essence and existence. This determination is the primordial condition for 
a reflection that brings one to a rational system of reality”. Considered 
phenomenologically esse is only a fact. Absolutely speaking, however, esse 
is something more profound and more intimate than the essence and the 
value of ontological entity depends more on the esse than on the essence. 
Thus we see that phenomenology remains outside of metaphysics or in the 
atrium of metaphysics, yet cannot be totally excluded from it. Metaphysics 
is valuable knowledge to the degree that it is knowledge of the real, 
according to the full weight of its meaning as “essence that exists”: 
phenomenology, on the other hand, investigates the conditions according to 
which it is possible to “segregate” an essence, and affirm existence”. 
Metaphysical classifications have a definite content to the degree that they 
are based on phenomenological classifications; thus, the value of 
metaphysics depends, for us, on the nature of the correspondence between 
phenomenal contents and metaphysical contents”™, Ontological 
determinations have to arise from the analogous, phenomenological 
determinations and proceed step-by-step with them: from the moment that 
being is revealed to us in appearance, the various forms of being must have 
a correspondence in the “forms of appearing” and vice versa. Being is not 
identified with appearing and does not coincide absolutely with appearing; 
at the same time, being is not extraneous and outside of appearing. In 
conclusion: all the content of immediate reality, both for essence as for 
existence, has to be founded on some “appearing”. “The ontological 
qualifications of being as such are first presented as forms of appearing and, 
even though they transcend them, are supported a parte ante on them”. 
Being in appearance: “sign” and “expression”. Appearing reveals 
being to the degree that is a “sign”, which is the effect of a cause, and it is 


61 C_FABRO, PP, 396. 

262 See C. FABRO, PP, 397-399. 
263 See C. FABRO, PP, 400. 

264 See C. FABRO, PP, 400. 

765 C_ FABRO, PP, 401. 
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insofar as it is effect that the phenomenon reveals the cause, being. “The 
essence with which metaphysics deals with is found there, where the 
intellect apprehends some aspect of reality. Any sensorial content that is 
presented to the mind, is offered to it as a form and with a degree of reality; 
as an essence, ‘something that is’”?°°, “That which is” is the first content 
which comes to the intellect and it is also the beginning of metaphysics. 
“And just as there is a ‘phenomenal progression’, there is a ‘metaphysical 
progression’ in the assimilation of experience. The former intends to assure 
the consistency of the exterior structure, the latter reveals the interior, 
intelligible structure””°”, Metaphysics advances according to an intrinsic 
determination to the object, according to which one comes to the reason of 
that which it is, how it is, and how it should be: 


Metaphysical progression develops by means of a process of distinctive- 
analytical apprehension; phenomenal progression, develops more towards a 
distinctive-synthetic apprehension and the phenomenal synthesis is the support 
for the metaphysical distinction, both in the determination of that which is (the 
essence) and how it is (the mode of being). The determination of the essence 
comes about gradually, starting from the vaguer qualifications and moving to 
those that are proper and then, if possible, to those intimately essential. In this 


progression the “that which is” is enriched through simplification”. 


k k ok 


To sum up, the possibility of metaphysics is linked to the 
interchangeable subordination of experience and _ reflection; for 
metaphysical reflection builds on the data of experience. Perception and 
phenomenology deal with “that which is”; phenomenological reflection 
reveals a duality in ens of subject and the fact of being in act. The judgment 
of perception affirms the unification of essence and existence, yet not their 
identity. The fact that essence and existence have irreducible notional 
contents brings one to the position of the duality. However, neither 
perception nor phenomenology considers the relationship between essence 
and esse, this consideration is reserved to metaphysics. Considered 
phenomenologically, esse is only a fact. Considered metaphysically, esse is 
revealed to be something more profound and intimate to the thing than its 


266 C_ FABRO, PP, 404. 
67 C_ FABRO, PP, 404. 
268 C_ FABRO, PP, 404. 
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essence. Metaphysics progress by means of analysis, while phenomenology 
develops towards a synthesis and is a support for metaphysical distinctions. 


4.2.2 The phenomenology of substance 


Phenomenological characteristics of substance. The division of real 
being into substance and accidents is made by the intellect based on 
phenomenal data, hence rendering “that which is” intelligible according to 
the “mode of being” that belongs to it. The mode of being, on the other 
hand, is indicated by the character of foundation, of substrate; more still in 
that successively and _ ontologically “pure” of subsistence: the 
phenomenology of substance, therefore, is nothing but the immediate 
continuation of that of reality’. 

Substance as continuity and permanence. According to Aristotle, the 
first and most fundamental characteristic of substance is that of substrate 
(bToKetyevov). In Aristotelianism, matter is called substance with respect to 
form, since it remains, while form can change. The meaning of substance- 
substrate, however, remains precarious and initial. Substance is the most 
perfect mode of being, while its principle of perfection and distinction is the 
form; the form, then, understood as ontological content of the species, is 
also substance, although it is not actuated in nature except on the support of 
matter. The characteristic of substance is more evident for us in the synolon 
of matter and form, the concrete essence which endures while its exterior 
characteristics change. Thus, in the determination of the first characteristic 
of substance, one verifies the dialectical tension that accompanies every 
metaphysical “position”: clear is the emergence of the intelligible content; 
obscure is the reference of the intelligible to the sensible: 


The obscurity is inevitable due to the fact that the intelligible and the sensible 
always remain incommensurable [...]. Thus, all of our metaphysical concepts, 
just as they express perfection on the one hand, so also, on the other, co-imply 
an imperfection even if this dualism can be transitory and reflection is able to 
lessen it or even abolish it. Thus, one has the so-called pure notions or absolute 


perfections, which go beyond the modest competence of phenomenology””. 


The substance, if it is bToKetwevov, is also, and above all, subsistence, 
sufficiency in existing. Sufficiency in being is the proper perfection of 


26° See C. FABRO, PP, 406. 
270 C_ FABRO, PP, 408-409. 
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substantial ens. Subsistent is that which is and exist in se; to the degree that 
a being is a se and in se, the more it belongs to this to be qualified as 
subsistent ens. Thus, the highest degree of subsistence will belong to the 
being that is completely in se, in the absolute simplicity of a unique content; 
and this is divine Being, subsistent per se. The other created beings 
participate in this perfection of subsistence according to the realization of an 
ontological synthesis of less composition and greater intimacy, such that the 
beings, that have matter and have a greater ontological complexity, 
participate less in subsistence. The phenomenological foundation of 
substance as continuity and permanence, thus has to embrace both aspects, 
subsistence and substrate, and more the former than the latter?! 

Substance as principle of unity in the multiplicity. The characteristic 
fact which makes substance the unitary principle explains also how it 
belongs to it to be the “bearer” of the properties. It is very connected with 
that of “permanent substrate” and is distinguished from it inasmuch as it 
adds that of the unification of the properties in a real synthesis to the purely 
passive function of substrate, in such a way that the substance is a “whole” 
and not a summation or chance heap. “And this meaning which is more 
directly suggested by the ‘phenomenal constancies’ and that, at the same 
time, interests more closely metaphysical reflection”””. 

Substance as the essence of the thing. If reality is “that which is”, a 
content in act, and substance is the first mode of reality, substance is the 
first essence on which one has to place all the other categories. It is insofar 
as this is the first essence that appears as a unitary whole, that which bears 
the other determinations, that which remains in changes. If phenomenology 
can help in the ultimate, ontological determination of substance, it should 
introduce it into the comprehension of that primary formal content which is 
the source and principle of intelligible specification regarding what one can 
add to ens in concrete. The complex of such properties is not presented with 
a rigid and uniform ordering, but according to degrees of greater or lesser 
belonging, which Aristotelian logic has classified in the doctrine of the 
“predicables” with the distinction of essential, proper and accidental 
characteristics. The first are constitutive of the essence; the second 
necessarily accompany the essence insofar as they are “emanations” of the 
first ones; the third are extrinsic both to the essence and being, they can vary 
without affecting the thing in its essence. 


°71 See C. FABRO, PP, 409-410. 
°C. FABRO, PP, 413. 
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To know a substance one must follow the itinerary which moves from 
the exterior qualities and terminates in the essential ones. “Substance, then, 
is not only and above all the “bearer” of properties, as subject, but is a 
content that is anterior to these and more real in se; and the substance- 
essence is not properly the “Whole” or a unified multiplicity, but the 
ultimate fundament and the nucleus of such unity”?”>. Therefore, the 
phenomenal indications, whether these are considered on the plane of 
experience or on that of scientific analysis, do not coincide with the 
metaphysical essence, but are only expressions and indications of it. When 
these are understood as adequate “expressions” and not just as simple 
“signs”, then one can say they have grasped the essential nucleus. From 
quality to quality, from property to property, one seeks to advance as one 
can in the labyrinth of nature. 

Theoretical knowledge includes a “passage”, or better said, an 
extension of the mind beyond and above the phenomenal contents, both of 
internal experience and external experience, both of spontaneous analysis 
and reflexive analysis; passage that is founded, or also suggested, by such 
analyses, but which, at the same time, it should surpass. The surpassing and 
the passage is had when the mind grasps the ratio of being in the 
phenomenal presentations, by which this reality is in se and is the reason for 
the other determinations. Of this ontological structure, the phenomenal 
contents can only offer sketches and “analogies”, never reflecting it 
adequately: as if we said that the substance is to its qualities, as extension to 
color, as the unity of consciousness to the actual and successive multiplicity 
of psychical states and acts~”*. Phenomenological analysis and modern 
science regurgitate data, constructions, interpretations; with regard to the 
ontological nucleus of reality, scientific analysis can add little or nothing to 
that of ordinary phenomenology. Metaphysical knowledge “is placed on a 
conceptual level or plane, with respect to which all other knowledge, more 
than being founding, appear founded, if it is true that being, as being, 
precedes and is worth more than being is some particular mode, as science 
studies”””>. 

The content of the notion of substance. Unlike the theories of Locke 
and Kant, substance is seen to be an intelligible and original content, yet 
founded and sustained by phenomenal contents. The intelligible content is 
the superior reason why the phenomenal multiple is understood to be 


°73 C_ FABRO, PP, 414. 
°™4 See C. FABRO, PP, 415. 
?15 C_ FABRO, PP, 417. 
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unified. Phenomenal, perceptively immediate unification is the foundation 
for the intelligible unification, which, in its turn, is seen to be immanent to 
phenomenal unification as a condition and reason of its appearing. Up to 
now, substance has been considered more as “form of being” (essence), than 
as “mode of being”. This second aspect, however, “is even more intrinsic 
insofar as the more proper meaning of substance is that of subsisting, of 
exercising the act of being, and not being subject, or ‘bearer’ of the act of 
being” ° Hence, the phenomenal presentations can provide a sufficient 
foundation for the notion of substance as essence or “principal reality”. In 
order to be fully founded, the notion of substance demands finding — in 
phenomenal analysis — the exercise of the act of being, the actualizing 
energy of the formal contents. Do we have an experience of this? 
Undoubtedly: but we need to clarify what is understood or can be 
understood here by “act of being”. In phenomenology, existence is the fact 
of existing. The “act of being”, on the other hand, (which is called that 
which is most intimate and profound in things), can only emerge indirectly 
from phenomenal data. The act of being is contained in the real fact and 
datum, which is directly perceived. Phenomenology, however, is limited to 
attesting to the immediacy of the presence of the existential fact and the 
solid foundation of the persuasion of existence. Existence is seen more from 
without than from within?””. 


In this Chapter, Fabro has distinguished an immediateness of essence 
and an immediateness of existence had a direct knowledge from our 
knowledge of essence and actus essendi in a reflexive knowledge. Thus, the 
act of being can, in a certain sense, be said to be immediately “given” since 
it is inseparable from the essence in perception and is perceptively 
experienced along with it. The entire question depends on the meaning one 
should give to the term “existence” in phenomenology. Fabro holds it is that 
of “fact of existing’, i.e. the exterior aspect of the act of being; it is the 
existence of an essence in act that we can justify with a very precise 
observation: “In a word, we certify existence by certifying experience”””®, In 
perception, existence is not made present through a proper content. 


°76 C_ FABRO, PP, 420. 
?17 See C. FABRO, PP, 421. 
278 C_ FABRO, PP, 423. 
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The solution to the problem of the foundation of metaphysics as a 
doctrine concerning the real, “is reduced to a ‘dialectical conception’ of 
human thought in which the objects are ‘placed’ in couplets: exterior 
qualities and properties, properties and essence, essence and existence, 
external and internal, subject and object” *79 Fabro notes that each terms has 
an “absolute content” and, thus, “substance” is the first category and not 
“relation”. Phenomenology is able to contribute to the foundation of 
metaphysics (and thus to the problem of being) insofar as it deals with the 
contrasts between the terms and describes their characteristic forms and 
content”. 


4.3 The relationship between phenomenology and metaphysics 


Phenomenology and metaphysics. The object and task of metaphysics 
is the determination of some fundamental concepts and relations that are 
valid for being as being. “Metaphysical knowledge is the only intelligible 
penetration of being that is adequate. Once the content of being as being and 
its conceptual and real structure are known, one knows the structure and 
content of all being and every being””*). Metaphysical knowledge elevates 
to the absolute consideration of reality, yet each particular notion remains 
immanent to being as being. 


The notion of being remains transcendent to all as the ultimate principle of 
intelligible resolution of any content, form or mode of being. The 
transcendence of predication of the notion of ens, admitted that it is not a 
simply logical universality, supposes that this doesn’t embrace just the formal 
contents of being (essence), but also the existential contents from which the 
determination of the essence is obliged to leave aside. It is a transcendence, 
that of the metaphysical notion, of richness and not of poverty”. 


Every specialized knowledge embraces a particular aspect of ens. The 
knowledge of ens qua ens, surpasses the knowledge of the essence insofar 
as it adds the consideration of the real actuation or factual realization as 
synolon of essence and existence. The human mind is aware of the factual 
realization of ens on the foundation of immediate experience and 
perception. While it is true that metaphysics is governed by the principles of 


?72 C_FABRO, PP, 423. 
8 See C. FABRO, PP, 423. 
81 C_FABRO, PP, 452. 
?82 C_FABRO, PP, 452. 


329 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


being as being, the mind would not have any concept of being if perception 
did not place the soul in immediate contact with the exercise of being: 


Thus, phenomenology, as a general theory of perception, is a prolegomenon of 
the very foundation of metaphysics in general, as well as of metaphysical 
problems in particular. The phenomenological position of metaphysical 
problems is not meant to anticipate the solutions, but rather to suggest them by 
its form of structure — in which the phenomenal multiplicity appears unified — 
the possibility and direction of that comprehensive intellectual unification, 
which is the metaphysical solution. Phenomenology and Metaphysics, thus 
understood, correspond to one another as the exterior and the interior of the 
same building: for us, who can only penetrate reality from the outside, 
phenomenology furnishes a first and indispensible point of support for the 
metaphysical interpretation of the real”. 


Fabro concludes this section by expounding the degree of abstraction 
or reflection characteristic of physics, mathematics and metaphysics. With 
regard to metaphysics, Fabro writes: 


The THIRD and ultimate degree of intellectual elevation is the knowledge of 
those things that do not depend on matter in any way, neither with regard to 
being, nor with regard to consideration. The knowledge of such highest things, 
as are divine things, cannot refer themselves to the data of the senses or 


imagination; sensible experience can only guarantee the point of departure”. 


Fabro notes that one comes to the knowledge of divine things following the 
three methods of Pseudo-Dionysius: causality, remotion and eminence. In 
contrast to physics and mathematics, knowledge of divine things is 
established more by contrast than by assimilation of phenomenal contents. 
The phenomenology of metaphysics. Fabro notes that parallels can be 
drawn between mathematics and logic, natural philosophy and metaphysics: 
“Mathematics and logic, natural philosophy and metaphysics form two 
theoretical groups a se of which one is concentrated on the isolated essence, 
the other on essence and being, according to the belonging of one to the 
other”**°, While a certain autonomy pertains to mathematics and logic, 
“natural philosophy and metaphysics form two stages or forms of 
contemplation of reality according to which it is presented in existence. The 


83 C_ FABRO, PP, 453. 
84 C_ FABRO, PP, 463-464. 
85 C_ FABRO, PP, 465. 
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phenomenology which studies how reality is presented in existence, cannot 
be foreign to metaphysics”**°. At the same time, however, Fabro notes that 
it is not easy to show in particular how phenomenology introduces 
metaphysical problems. 

The physicist considers the essence alone, leaving aside the mode of 
being and has to sacrifice the global consideration of the essence. 
Metaphysics, on the other hand, has to consider the essence in its totality 
and insofar as it is a “capacity of being”. Metaphysics seeks the ultimate 
notions and foundation of the entire phenomenal complex. Now as the 
ultimate notions are the most universal in intention and the most intimate in 
operation, they are present in the most ordinary of phenomenal 
presentations. The phenomenal presentations from which metaphysics rises 
are, therefore, the immediate perceptive complexes in which one seeks to 
grasp the expression of a “form” and “mode of being” which is made 
present to the exterior®’. Some metaphysical contents have their own proper 
phenomenal correlation; metaphysical notions such as: ens, essence, act of 
being, the other four transcendentals, substance and the categories, act and 
potency, matter and form, cause and effect. For others, such as God and the 
divine things of the natural order St. Thomas excludes an adequate 
phenomenal correspondence”™*. 

In the first group metaphysical notions, the first notion “ens” has all 
experience and every perception as its proper phenomenal substrate: “in 
every perception there is something that is given in the exercise of 
existence; something that has the act of being, substance and accident. The 
beginning of metaphysics is confused with the first awakening of 
consciousness when the soul first averts that ‘there is something’””*’. In 
contrast, the act of being “does not have a proper notional reference and is a 
dialectically empty notional for our mind, which does not participate in the 
knowledge of the divine decrees to which existence is subordinated”’”’. 
Consequently: “The field of analysis of metaphysical investigation is the 
essence, ens nominaliter sumptum, insofar as it is the real subject that has 
the act of being: not insofar as it is this or that, body, vegetable, animal, but 
insofar as it sustains being in se and manifests the properties of being”?! 


286 C_FABRO, PP, 466. 
87 C_ FABRO, PP, 466. 
88 C_ FABRO, PP, 467. 
89 C_FABRO, PP, 467. 
°° C_ FABRO, PP, 467. 
?°! C_FABRO, PP, 467. 
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The principal meaning of essence is that of substance. Substance, as 
the first category of being, shows the notional tension that the mind 
encounters in the determination of finite ens. This principality of being is 
affirmed as permanence in the face of variety and as unity in the face of 
multiplicity. The very fact of variation and multiplicity occur in the sphere 
of substance, leads one to suppose that there is a foundation of such 
oscillations or degradations of being. Substance, as a category, is intelligible 
as a “synolon” of two principles, of which one founds the substance as 
perfection, the other is the reason for the variations or degradations. 
Variations and degradations are phenomenal data. Perfection and capacity 
for perfection (being), act and potency, matter and form have an appropriate 
phenomenal content: the beginning of this “metaphysical position” is 
stimulated by the way reality presents itself phenomenally: “The ontological 
dualism could also be founded statically, from the multiplicity of beings 
alone or even from the complexity of the real determinations of each ens; 
however, the fact is that it was dynamism which suggested the dualistic 
conception””””. 

The metaphysics of phenomenology. The third section of the 
conclusion is entitled “The metaphysics of phenomenology” and is divided 
into three sections: 1) being proportional to appearing, 2) the dialectic of 
being and 3) the dialectic of knowledge. In the first, Fabro argues that 
phenomenal contents and real contents correspond to one another, not in a 
direct way, but in a proportional way. In the second, he draws out the 
consequences of this proportional correspondence. He writes: 


The introduction of the concept of a proportional correspondence between the 
content of metaphysical being and that of phenomenal presentation has brought 
us to recognize the maximum degree of absoluteness to metaphysics, which in 
return is accompanied by an interior dialectic in its very contents. What is ens? 
It is a certain essence that has the act of being. And the essence, what is it? 
That which makes that a certain thing be that which it is. And a thing, how is it 
revealed to be that which it is? By that which it does and manifests on the 
outside. Now, that which the thing does and manifests of itself does not bring 
one to the conception of a simple indivisible content, but to a synolon of (two) 
opposed principles, matter and form, substance and accident and in general, act 
and potency. Being, which is conceived as a synolon of act and potency, is 
prospected, then, on the real plane based on an equilibrium of antagonistic 
principles; on the conceptual plane based on a subordination of contents, as a 


°°? C_ FABRO, PP, 469. 
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forma partis and a forma totius. In both cases the synolon is governed by the 


dialectic of contrary principles which are made to agree with one another”. 


After distinguishing three forms of the dialectic of being”, Fabro explains 
how the dialectic proper to metaphysics ends in a knowledge of the causal 
dependence of the finite on the infinite and in a knowledge of the real 
composition of finite ens: 


Being and essence — which in the logical moment of knowing, offer a rigid and 
immutable content — are presented, on the real plane, as principles and ends of 
the development that the mind notes in experience. The presence of accidents 
in the substance brings the mind to conceive essence as finite in the order of 
being, and generates the first dialectic that concludes with the affirmation of a 
real derivation of finite being (ente) from the infinite one and of a real 
composition of essence and the act of being in finite being as such. The 
propedeutic of phenomenology in this dialectic is limited to presenting the 
multiplicity of accidents and the concreteness of the substance. This 
constitutes, according to St. Thomas, only the “inittum” of the metaphysical 
dialectic, which then proceeds by means of intelligible evidence alone and ends 
in a conclusion — the affirmed causal dependence of the finite on the infinite 
and the real composition of essence and the act of being — by which any 


, : 3 295 
phenomenal reference is possible or even conceivable”. 


In general there is an inadequacy between the phenomenal contents and the 
intelligible content. The phenomenal content is linked to contingency. The 
exercise of existence is subject to the oscillations of being. “That which 
truly is” are not the “separated species” but the contingent individuals. Thus 
the affirmation of being is a compromise between sensible contents and 
intelligible contents. 


It is this irreducibility and opposition in phenomenal contents, on which the 
apprehension of essence and the affirmation of existence and the determination 


°° C, FABRO, PP, 481. 

*°4 See PP, 481: Fabro refers to three dialectics: 1) a metaphysical dialectic 
between forma totius (essence) and the act of being; 2) a logical-metaphysical 
dialectic between forma totius and forma partis (it brings out the relations between 
the concrete and the abstract in the predicamental order: natural ens is composed of 
matter and form, the living being of body and soul, and both of substance and 
accidents); 3) a phenomenological dialectic between proper sensibles and common 
sensibles (between sensibles per se and sensibles per accidens). 

**° C, FABRO, PP, 483-484. 
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of the individual and the conception of the species are founded, which founds — 
in my humble opinion — the beginning of the dialectic of being and opens up 
the possibility for an integral retaking-up of Aristotelian-Thomistic 
metaphysics in contemporary culture””’. 


In the final section on the dialectic of knowledge, Fabro begins by 
contrasting the hierarchy of being with the development of human 
knowledge. God, he notes, is more knowable than the creature, the spiritual 
substance more than the corporeal, the species more than the individual, the 
substance more than the accident; yet knowledge develops in an inverse 
manner. The accident is known before the substance, the individual before 
the species, the material substance before the spiritual, the creature before 
God’’’. Thus, human knowledge advances by a process of convergence of 
the accidents toward substance, individuals toward species, material towards 
spiritual, etc. 


These contributions of PP shed light on Fabro’s eventual use of the 
term “dialectical emergence” to describe the apprehension of esse in 
metaphysics. With regard to being, emergence is based on the notion of 
participation and adequately indicates the passage from one plane to the 
next. The term “emergence” comprehends the passage from form to the act 
of being or from  predicamental perfections and participations to 
transcendental ones. Secondly, PP shows the importance of phenomenology 
for metaphysical reflection, which evidences a irreducible duality between 
subject and form, essence and existence at the phenomenological level. 
Finally, PP indicates that the dialectic proper to metaphysics concludes in 
affirming the dependence of the finite on the infinite and the real 
composition of essence and the act of being. The dialectic of knowledge in 
metaphysics passes from individuals and accidents to superior things 
(species, genera, substance, form, particular perfections, etc.) and comes to 
rest in God, the Ultimate Cause of all being. 


°° C_ FABRO, PP, 484. 
°7 C_ FABRO, PP, 484-485. 
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5. Summary 


Fabro’s foundational works reveal that metaphysical reflection 
includes two principal stages: 1) an initial determination of ens as finite and 
as having esse by participation; 2) the foundation of ens and participated 
esse on Ipsum Esse Subsistens. The first stage undertakes a dialectical 
comparison — according to the notion of participation and the couplet of act- 
potency — of the different principles involved in the various compositions of 
finite ens. It reaches its climax in the formal resolution of the essence, which 
obtains the “intensive, formal notion of esse”. The content of the second 
stage is alluded to in Fabro’s early work on the foundation of the principle 
of causality, but not developed in subsequent works from this period. 
Almost all of his methodological indications in the works we have 
considered, then, refer to the first stages of metaphysical reflection and to 
the initial resolutio of formal perfection. 

In his 1931 philosophy dissertation, we saw that Fabro did not delve 
into the nature and dynamic of this foundation or reduction of the principle 
of causality; rather, he assumes and relies heavily on a Neo-Scholastic 
methodology and terminology. In his 1934 paper and 1936 article on the 
principle of causality, Fabro offered a novel solution to a Neo-Scholastic 
problem: formulating, founding and “critically justifying” the principle of 
causality according to the notion of participation. Fabro’s foundation or 
“critical justification” seeks a proposition that is universal in its scope and 
per se in its formulation. Fabro refers to the method of his foundation of the 
principle of causality as a “sui generis” metaphysical induction’. At the 
same time, he characterizes the path of metaphysical reflection as a 
“dialectical ascension of participation” °° In both cases, either as a 
metaphysical induction or as a dialectical ascension, Fabro is emphasizing 
that our knowledge of the ultimate dependence of created being on God is 
not achieved by means of a logical analysis (of judgments) or a logical 
deduction (from principles)”. As we saw earlier, the general context for 
this use of “dialectic” is the metaphysical passage from ens per 
participationem to Esse per essentiam. The starting point of the passage is 
the recognition of the imperfection and finiteness of beings (entia). Our 
intellect must move by degrees towards the perfect, absolute form, which, in 


*** C. FABRO, “La difesa critica ...”, ET, 45, n. 89. 

*” See C. FABRO, “La difesa critica...”, 39-42. 

°° See A. SANMARCHI, “Teoresi essenziale del ‘principio di causalita’...”, 
517. 
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turn, is the presupposition, the principle, rule and measure of everything that 
is imperfect and limited. Although the exact meaning of “dialectic” in this 
case is not made explicit, we can gather that it refers to the metaphysical 
consideration of the relation between form and esse. In finite beings, form 
acts as the limiting principle of participated esse. This limitation of ens per 
participationem, in turn, implies a causal dependence on Esse per 
essentiam. 

La nozione metafisica di partecipazione (1937-1939) is somewhat 
difficult to understand due to the lack of indications regarding the structure 
of the work and the passage from one theme to another. This, however, is 
characteristic of almost all of Fabro’s works. With regard to the method and 
nature of metaphysical reflection, Fabro speaks of three “abstractions”, thus 
calling to mind Cajetan’s three degrees of abstraction, and does not express 
any reservations as to its fidelity to Aquinas’s thought. In fact, Fabro 
himself uses the term “intensive metaphysical abstraction” in both the 1939 
and 1950 editions of NMP to refer to the intellectual process by means of 
which the metaphysician comes to know and understand “the ratio of 
being’! as the notional synthesis of formal perfection®”. It is called 
“intensive abstraction” in opposition to “total, extensive abstraction’, since 
the perfections of the inferiors are not set aside in the ratio of being, but 
rather, in a certain sense, unified in iv. It is by means of intensive 
abstraction-reflection that the metaphysician is able to make a synopsis of 
all the forms and degrees of being and obtain the intensive notion of being, 
the logical-metaphysical synolon of all the manifestations of being in 
relation to which every form or degree is nothing but a participation®”*. 

Fabro uses the term “dialectical ascension” in relation to 
predicamental participation and the term “dialectical resolution” in relation 


es Os FABRO, NMP, 135: “This abstraction terminates in the ratio of being; 
and because of the way in which this abstraction comes about (which, by now, we 
can definitely call ‘metaphysical’), the ratio of being is the most abstract [ratio], as 
well as that which most greatly makes us know the reality which it is in se”. It 
should be noted that Fabro’s use of the term “ragione di essere” (which I have 
translated as “ratio of being”) is limited to his youthful works. Fabro inherits the 
term from Thomists such as R. Garrigou-Lagrange. The term “ratio of being”, I 
would argue — as used in NMP — , seems to correspond to the notion of “formal 
esse” (the terminus of intensive metaphysical abstraction or formal resolution) and 
not properly to “actus essendi’. 

°C, FABRO, NMP, 188. 

* See C. FABRO, NMP, 138. 

*™ See C. FABRO, NMP, 165. 
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to transcendental participation and the reduction of perfections and act to 
ipsum esse. At the predicamental level, “intensive abstraction” consists in a 
“dialectical ascension” of the intellect from the individual’s participation in 
a species to the genera’s participation in its proper perfections and in a 
dialectical comparison of form and being’. For Fabro, “dialectic” implies a 
process of comparison or contrast between two “things” (be they 
formalities, principles, perfections, modes of being, acts...) and an ulterior 
“resolution” of the comparison. The term “dialectical resolution” is used in 
the context of “metaphysical contrariety” and the opposition of magis et 
minus perfection in the order of being’ . At the transcendental level, Fabro 
distinguishes between: 1) an initial, abstract, formal resolution of essence 
according to the notion of participated perfection which leads the 
metaphysician to the notion of formal esse (or esse ipsum) as the formal 
plexus of all perfections; and 2) a complementary, concrete resolution of 
actus essendi according to the notion of causal participation which 
eventually leads to the determination of God as Ipsum Esse Subsistens and 
the creature as id quod finite participat esse”, 

In another passage from NMP, Fabro does not explicitly use the term 
resolution, yet outlines how the notion of being progressively develops from 
an initial notion to a “methodological notion” and from this notion to an 
intensive notion of being. The third, final stage is obtained by means of 
intensive metaphysical reflection: “Finally we can arrive, by means of 
intensive metaphysical reflection, to (e) a notion of being that is the 
synthesis, in which all the formalities and particular perfections are fused 
with the removal of every potentiality”***, Reflection of formal perfections 
and removing potency are proper to formal and definitive resolution 
respectively. Combining these elements, then, with what we said about 


* See C. FABRO, NMP, 138, 183, 190, 193. 

*°° See C. FABRO, NMP, 160. 

°°” See C. FABRO, NMP, 197-199. This distinction becomes clearer in light 
of other, later works. Here, in NMP, Fabro speaks of a concept of esse which 
presents a double convergence: one as the absolute fullness of all forms and 
perfections as formal intensive esse; another as originary act, act of all acts. The 
former is more abstract and coincides with “esse maxime formale”, which is the 
terminus of intensive abstraction and the plexus of all formal and transcendental 
perfections. The latter is more concrete and considers esse as the proper act of 
every particular formality. As such esse is what is most perfect in a particular ens. 
As Ipsum Esse Subsistens (and not esse participatum et inhaerens), this esse is a 
pure subsistent act without any limit due to a particular formality. 

“8 C. FABRO, NMP, 187-188. 
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dialectical ascension we see the following structure of metaphysical 
reflection emerge in NMP: 


Initial notion of being 


Predicamental 
Dialectical ascension | participation 


Metaphysical Methodological Transcendental 
Reflection notion of being Formal resolution participation 
(of perfection) to 
ipsum esse 
Definitive resolution Trans. participation 


(act and causality) to 
Esse subsistens 
Intensive notion of being 


In NMP, the term “intensive metaphysical reflection” can be applied 
to the entire itinerary of metaphysical reflection, yet most properly 
characterizes the first two stages of “dialectical ascension” and “formal 
resolution”. Fabro holds that “intensive metaphysical abstraction-reflection” 
ends in the “ragione d’essere”’. This ragione d’essere, I have noted, 
corresponds more to “formal intensive esse”, rather than to participated 
actus essendi or to Ipsum Esse Subsistens. 

In PP (1942) Fabro speaks of a metaphysical dialectic which ends in 
the affirmation of the causal dependence of the finite on the Infinite and of 
the real composition between essence and the act of being”. This 
metaphysical dialectic proceeds by way of “intelligible evidence” and does 
not maintain a phenomenological reference throughout the entire process. 
This means that the metaphysical “dialectic of being” differs from the 
dialectic proper to reflection on material essences (composed of matter and 
form) and predicamental ens (composed of substance and accidents), since, 
in the latter two, there is a phenomenological reference which sustains the 
beginning of the dialectic, the development of the dialectic and the 
conclusion of the dialectic’!”. The phenomenological reference, however, 
which provides a foundation for the apprehension of the essence and the 
affirmation of existence, and for the determination of the individual and 


3 See C. FABRO, PP, 483. 
310 See C. FABRO, PP, 484. 
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conception of the species, also founds the beginning of the metaphysical 
dialectic of being and, thus, the intelligible procedure proper to metaphysics. 
Fabro’s investigation of perception and his phenomenological study of the 
metaphysical problem explain the dependence of metaphysics on the data of 
experience and justify the very possibility of metaphysics. Basic 
phenomenological reflection reveals an irreducible ontological duality 
between essence and existence in all real being. In this way, Fabro clarifies 
the phenomenological difference between apprehending the essence and 
affirming existence. As well, he introduces the term “emergence” in order to 
indicate the way in which the data of experience is retained, yet surpassed in 
intellectual considerations. It is important to note that Fabro’s term 
“emergence” is based on participation. 

In these first works, then, the ultimate stages of metaphysical 
reflection are hinted at, but not fully developed. Such stages continue along 
the path of act and causality in order to come to the ultimate, metaphysical 
understanding of the real distinction. Namely, Fabro indicates that the real 
composition of essence and esse in finite beings is ultimately only 
understood in the light of the principle of separated perfection (Subsisting 
esse itself is one and unique) and the principle of participation (all other 
beings have esse by participation). Such principles, as well as the first stage 
of metaphysical reflection, will be further explained and developed in 
Fabro’s works extending to the publication of PC in 1960. To these we now 
turn. 
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This chapter examines Fabro’s thought on the method of metaphysical 
reflection in Introduzione all’esistenzialismo (1943), his article on logic and 
metaphysics (1946), his Metaphysica course notes (1948-1949) and six of 
his works from 1950-1959: the additions to the second edition of NMP 
(1950); his entries in the Enciclopedia Cattolica (1948-1952) on 
“Metaphysics” and “St. Thomas Aquinas”; L’assoluto nell’esistenzialismo 
(1952); his article on Aquinas’s Fourth Way (1954); the introduction to his 
work Dall’essere all’esistente (1957); and his article, entitled “The 
Problematic of Thomistic esse” (1959). The greater part of this chapter is 
dedicated to Metaphysica, as it contains many references to the method of 
Thomistic metaphysics and develops a detailed resolutio itinerary (called 
“dialectical-reduction’”) from the first division of ens into substance and 
accidents to the real distinction between essence and esse. 


1. Introduction to Existentialism (1943) 


Towards the end of his first work on existentialism, /ntroduzione 
all’ esistenzialismo (1943)', Fabro deals with the difference between 
existentialism and Thomism. The text highlights Fabro’s understanding of 
the object (genus subiectum) of Thomistic metaphysics, which, in turn, has 
methodological consequences. He writes: “At every moment, Thomistic 
metaphysics encounters the terms existence-being and has its axis of 
movement in the real distinction between essence and existence”. For 
Fabro, metaphysics centers on the real distinction and, consequently, he 
determines that: 


The object of metaphysics is ens, that which has the act of being, that which 
‘participates’ in being. In it, then, the fundamental structure of the real is given 


' See C. FABRO, Introduzione all’esistenzialismo, Vita e Pensiero, Milan 
1943; Ibid., Opere Complete 7, EDIVI, Segni 2009. I will quote from the Opere 
Complete edition. 

eo FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 108. 
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by the synolon of subject and form, of act and potency, and, for ens as such, of 
essence and the act of being. [...] The essence provides the content, the act of 
being is its realization: ens is had by their mysterious union’. 


In order to come to an ultimate understanding of being in this life, the 
metaphysician needs to relate ens — that is “by participation” — to the Ens 
that is “by essence”. This recalls the basic structure of metaphysical 
reflection outlined in Fabro’s 1936 article on the principle of causality: a 
first moment which recognizes the participative “structure” of created ens, 
followed by a second moment which founds participated ens on Esse per 
essentiam. 

With regard to the real distinction and the relationship between 
essence and esse in ens per participationem, Fabro explains that in the 
substance, the essence is the “formal part”, while esse is the substantial act 
of being and, therefore, the “actualizing part’”>. Fabro then spells out in what 
sense he calls them “parts” of ens and how his conception of ens differs 
from the deviation implicit in the Scholastic bifurcation of esse into esse 
essentiae and esse existentiae: 


Here, part and part should be understood, not as separated pieces that ought to 
be shouldered together from without, but rather as inseparable and “in-sistent” 
elements, one in the other, of which one is for the other, with the other and, if 
you will, in the other. There was a line of thought that sought an esse beyond 
the essence and existence and introduced the terminology of esse essentiae and 
esse existentiae, as well as esse generis, esse speciei... attributing a 
corresponding esse to every principle of being, to every conceptual formality: 
for this line of thought esse is an antecedent act in the constitution of ens and 
has a kind of function analogous to that which Heidegger attributes to his Sein. 


ie OD FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 109. 

*“ See C. FABRO, Introduzione all’esistenzialismo, 109. This point recalls St. 
Thomas’s text from De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5 ad 1 which holds that the esse of created 
things (effect) cannot be understood unless it be as “deduced” from divine esse 
(cause). 

> See C. FABRO, Introduzione all’esistenzialismo, 109: “Essence does not 
‘derive’ from the substance, since substance is ens in its subsistence and 
completeness; substance is that which has being in se, it is a circle of reality that is 
closed into a certain degree of self-sufficiency; in the substance there is essence, as 
a part of the substance, the formal part, and there is the substantial act of being as 
the actualizing part”. Ibid., 110: “The formal part of substantial ens is the essence: 
it is said that essence is the ‘content’ (/n-halt) of being, that which makes a thing 
be what it is, while that act of being is that which realizes ens in that which it is”. 
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However, this is a depravation of Thomism that was and is denounced and 

abandoned as the beginning of a decadent metaphysical mentality. And it is not 

true that essence derives from logical principles and that existence derives from 
6 

essence’. 


The essence, as the formal part of substantial ens, refers to a content and, 
therefore, the essence is said to have a “structure”. In material substances, 
the ultimate principles of this structure of the essence are matter and form; 
in all substances, however, a distinction may be made between the essence 
and its operative principles or faculties. The relationship between these 
“elements” (matter-form; essence-faculties) is complementary, yet involves 
a tension that is never completely resolved and an intrinsic subordination 
within the ontological and operative orders. Such “elements” or principles 
give ens its reality but also the possibility of conserving itself or perishing in 
some order — be this physical or moral: “Thus, all that subsequently happens 
to ens should be referred to the possibilities rooted in the essence”’. The 
essence, in turn, relies on its act of being, called the “actualizing part’, in 
order to be realized: “Yet, these possibilities would not be ‘offered’ and 
continually present if the essence were not realized: now that which realizes 
the essence and confers to it its primary value — that of ‘being in reality’ — is 
the act of being’. The act of being, in consequence, does not have a 
“structure” since it does not have an essence. 

Although the act of being does not have a “structure” and, therefore, is 
not comprehensible through conceptualization, the act of being is revealed 
to us in a proportional fashion according to the essence’s ontological degree 
of perfection and in light of the notion of participation. Fabro explains: 


The act of being, however, is not something irrational since, being the act of an 
essence which always has a categorial structure, and that is, therefore, able to 
be grasped — I do not say fully comprehensible — in terms of rationality, the act 
of being as well, by the fact that actuating the essence it remains attached to it, 
it participates in some way in its rationality and receives from it an adequate 
transcendental determination of truth. The ontological degree of the act of 
being is “revealed” to us in some way by the ontological degree of the essence 
by way of the “proportion” that every structure requires in its constitutive 
elements. Just as it is impossible that a particular essence, as such, exists in 
reality; so also it is no less absurd that the act of being, which in se does not 


°C. FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 110. 
EG: FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 110. 
a FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 110. 
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mean limits, is found limited a se: but it is not absurd that a particular essence 
exists when it has an act of being, nor that there is a finite act of being when it 
is the act of a particular essence. The fulcrum and the most striking result of 
this incorporation of the couplet participant and participate into the couplet of 
potency and act was precisely the affirmation of the (real) composition and 
distinction of essence and the act of being in creatures, which one can say 
expresses the “transcendental structure” of the being of the existent in its 


finiteness ”. 


Participation highlights the deficiency of finite being and its appeal to its 
principle, cause and eventually terminus. At the same time, participation 
places a positive foundation in ens — that of an effective immanence of the 
principles of natural being as well as those of supernatural being’”. Once 
again, Fabro is arguing that participation not only expresses the “relation” 
between Creator and creature, but also the intrinsic principle of actus 
essendi. 

Having established these points, Fabro then refers to the method of 
obtaining the notion of being as a “passage” and an “abstraction”. Here he 
considers the essence: 


From quality to quality and property to property, one seeks to advance as one is 
able, in the labyrinth of nature and the spirit. The difficulty of a theoretical 
knowledge comes from this: that it is not able to limit itself to either the direct, 
phenomenal data, or to the results of scientific observation, and much less can 
it be an ambiguous summation of one and the other. Theoretical knowledge 
includes a “passage”, or better said, an extension of the mind “beyond” and 
“above” the phenomenal contents — not “outside” — and this is the task of that 
infamous yet little understood Aristotelian-Thomistic “abstraction”. The 
surpassing and passage is had when the mind grasps the ratio of being in the 
phenomenal presentations, by which this reality is secure in se and is the 
foundation of the other determinations that pertain to it. Of the intimate 
structure of the essence, the phenomenal contents can only offer sketches, 
analogies and signs, never can they reflect it fully: the phenomenal contents are 
something partial in content and limited in presence, while the essence in se is 
a totality which is at the beginning, is maintained in the development and 
found again at the end according to the modes which on the outside can 
variably change". 


ne. FABRO, Introduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 111. 
0 See C. FABRO, I[ntroduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 111. 
sa OF FABRO, I[ntroduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 113-114. 
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With regard to the problem of existence, Fabro distinguishes the “fact of 
existence” from the “act of being”. He alludes to the difference between our 
understanding of the act of being in terms of creation and in its real 
distinction from the essence: 


Clear is the “fact of existence”, one can even point one’s finger (“It is him, take 
him!). Obscure, certainly, is the act of being in its intimacy both in the first 
origin by creation as in its immediate union with essence. Of the first [creation] 
it is true that we can never “see” the proximate reason; of it “we know’, 
however, anticipating the supreme reason: God, eternal wisdom, produces 
everything according to a plan of paternal Providence, which, in its execution, 
every existent being is called to collaborate. Of the second [the real 
distinction], [...], we know that it is a union between proportioned, 
interpenetrating principles, which are mutually conditioned; [...] we know that 
the act of being is proportioned to the essence which it actuates’”. 


* * * 


In Introduzione all’esistenzialismo, Fabro holds that in the genus 
subiectum of metaphysics, ens in quantum est ens, ens means “that which 
participates in being’. Consequently, God is not included under the 
subiectum of metaphysics, nor is the act of being (esse) the subiectum of 
metaphysics. Metaphysics, then, is configured around two problems in 
which participation plays a pivotal role: the real distinction between essence 
and esse and the doctrine of creation. In continuity with his previous works, 
Fabro identifies the method of metaphysics as an “abstraction” that 
surpasses the phenomenological level. Fabro clarifies difficult questions 
such as the relation between substance, esse and essence, as well as how 
each is grasped by the intellect. The essence is, at the same time, “content” 
and “ontological degree’’. It has a structure and is able to be grasped directly 
by the intellect. The act of being, on the other hand, is the foundation, the 
realizing principle of ens; unlike the essence, it does not have a “structure” 
and is only revealed to the intellect in proportion to the essence’s 
ontological degree of perfection. In the work, Fabro distinguishes “the fact 
of existence” from the “act of being”. Understanding the “act of being” 
involves understanding it in terms of creation and the real distinction. 


Ee FABRO, [ntroduzione all’ esistenzialismo, 117. 
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2. Logic and metaphysics (1946) 

Fabro’s article on “Logic and Metaphysics”’? offers a lengthy defense 
of one of the central themes of NMP: the proportional correspondence 
between the logical order and the real order in predicamental participation. 
Two points are of interest to us: first, showing the continuity of Fabro’s 
thought with previous works; second, understanding St. Thomas’s thought 
on some of the “principles” of predicamental participation and seeing how 
this conception is a dividing line between authentic Thomism and the 
Scholasticism that followed. 

In NMP, we saw how the logical compositions of individual-species 
and species-genus need to be founded on the real compositions of subject- 
accident and matter-form and eventually on the real composition of essence 
and esse. This process of foundation formed part of the dialectical ascension 
characteristic of predicamental participation. NS reaffirmed the importance 
of affirming a “proportional” correspondence between the two orders as a 
response to the accusations of “ultra-realism’” made by some Suarezian 
authors to Thomism. Fabro formulates the accusation against Thomism as 
follows: Thomism understands the genus as matter and the difference as 
form, thus deducing a real composition from the conceptual composition. A 
similar accusation is made against the composition of essence and esse. In 
his response, Fabro affirms that there must be some sort of correspondence 
between the logical and ontological order — otherwise logic turns into 
nothing more than a mental game“. The correspondence and dependence of 
logic on metaphysics is proportional, not direct: “To the reality of matter, 
which is the indeterminate principle in the ontological order, corresponds 
the concept of genus which is the indeterminate [term] in the logical order; 
and just as the form determines and actuates matter in the real order and, in 
this way, constituting the real species, so also the difference in the 
conceptual order determines and actuates the genus and, in this way, 
constitutes the definition’. The similarity between the logical and 
ontological orders ends here. There is a whole series of dissimilarities 
between matter and genus, form and difference’®, which Fabro lists in four 
points: 


'? C. FABRO, “Logica e metafisica”, in Acta Pont. Acad. S. Thomae Aquinatis 
12 (1946), 129-150; reprinted in ET, 279-295. I will quote from ET. 

4 See C. FABRO, “Logica e metafisica’, ET, 290. 

nC FABRO, “Logica e metafisica”, ET, 290. 

'® See I, q. 85, a. 5 ad 3. 
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a) Every composition of concepts, which are not pure synonyms should have 
a real foundation and presupposes a corresponding real composition (Cf. In IX 
Metaph., 9, n. 1898) on which they are founded. 

b) But one thing is the logical composition, another is the real composition, 
and another is the relation in which the respective elements are: in the former, 
the synthesis is of concepts and identity is presupposed; in the latter, because it 
is a synthesis of real elements and principles, the real diversity of the distinct 
parts is presupposed. 

c) Thus, while the genus is also a formality, only that it is indetermined in se 
and is determined by the difference — matter is not in the metaphysical line of 
the form, but in an order of reality opposed to it and irreducible to it — without 
the possibility of a direct passage. Matter is real potency, not pure possibility, 
and thus concurs with form, which is its act, to the constitution of the corporeal 
substance. It is principle of being, but actuality comes to it from the form. 

d) The analogy between the two compositions, or rather, the proportional 
correspondence according to Porphyry and St. Thomas consists in this: 1) On 
both sides, there is an indeterminate element, and therefore inconsistent in its 
order — logical or real — that is determined and made consistent by the other 
element — the form or difference. 2) Then, as the unity of the concept is re- 
doubled in the duplicity of the elements of the definition (genus and 
difference); thus, the unity of being is doubled in the real, constitutive elements 
of the essence (matter and form)'’. 


For Thomists, the concept of potency is metaphysical in that it is founded on 
the demand of non-contradiction and not on representation (by way of 
physical images or symbols). Therefore, if potency should include act in se, 
it would not be potency. 

To conclude, matter and form (potency and act) are invoked so as to 
explain irreducible aspects of real ens: “Of that ens which develops and 
changes, yet remaining in some way identical; which is diverse and multiple 
in subjects, yet maintaining a certain real likeness with these; which is a 
complex of properties and united in being, and so on’”'®. In Thomism, 
potency is a real-capacity in reality and of reality. In this way, the dialectical 
character of reality is preserved, i.e., “that tension of oppositions which is 
the very foundation of metaphysics”!”, 


'7 C, FABRO, “Logica e metafisica”, ET, 291-292. 
'S C. FABRO, “Logica e metafisica”, ET, 293. 
a Os FABRO, “Logica e metafisica”, ET, 294. 
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3. Metaphysica (1948-1949) 


The Latin version of Fabro’s Metaphysica is currently an unpublished 
text and is slated for publication in the third part of Fabro’s Opere 
Complete, dedicated to Fabro’s course notes”’. Metaphysica was written in 
the years “1948-1949”: Books One and Two were completed in 1948, while 
Book Three is dated 1949°'. The structure of Fabro’s Metaphysica is the 
following: 


INTRODUCTION 
Chapter One: Nature, Object and Method of Metaphysics 
Chapter Two: The Beginning of Metaphysics 
Chapter Three: The Supreme Principle of Metaphysics 


BOOK ONE: THE DIVISION OF BEING 
Chapter One: The First Division of Being into Substance and Accidents 
Chapter Two: The Accidents in General 
Chapter Three: The Division of Being into Act and Potency 
Chapter Four: The Multiplication and Limitation of Act 


BOOK TWO: CONSTITUTION AND SUBSISTENCE OF BEING 
Chapter One: Formal Structure of Substance 
Chapter Two: Metaphysical Relationship between Matter and Form 
Chapter Three: Observations on the Principle of Individuation 
Chapter Four: The Suppositum. The Finite Substance 
Chapter Five: Fundamental Structure of the Finite Subsistent [Being] 


BOOK THREE: CAUSES 
Chapter One: Causes in General 
Chapter Two: The Principle of Causality 
Chapter Three: Action and Nature of Efficient, Physical Causality 
Chapter Four: The Metaphysical Notion of Prime Matter 
Chapter Five: The Notion of Nature 
Chapter Six: The Properties of Ens: The Transcendentals 
Chapter Seven: The Predication of Ens 


EPILOGUE 


°° A Spanish translation of the Introduction and Books One and Two of the 
dispensa was published as: C. FABRO, Curso de Metafisica, PUCA, Buenos Aires 
1948. 

*! It is important to note that the text was drafted after Geiger’s article on In 
Boethii De Trinitate, q. 5, a. 3 and the role of separatio. 
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Metaphysica is important for several reasons: first, we find clear 
references to St. Thomas’s principal text on metaphysical method, Jn 
Boethii De Trinitate, q. 6, a. 1. Based on this text, Fabro determines that 
resolutio is the proper method of Thomistic metaphysics; at the same time, 
however, he does not dwell on the distinction between resolutio secundum 
rationem et secundum rem’. Second, Fabro affirms that in his exposition of 
metaphysics he will follow a “dialectical-reductive method” according to 
the principles of Aristotelian-Thomism. Thirdly, Books One and Two 
develop a metaphysical resolutio according to the line of act and potency — 
substance-accidents; act-potency; matter-form; essence-esse — and the 
solution to the problem of the unity and multiplicity of beings and their 
structure. Fourthly, Fabro’s Metaphysica explains his theory on the way 
metaphysics is constituted and on the way our initial, metaphysical notion of 
ens 1s obtained. Lastly, Fabro’s argument for the real distinction between 
essence and esse is outlined twice according to a reductive method and is 
based on three speculative principles: emergence of act, separated perfection 
and participation. 

I have divided my exposition according to the main division of the 
work and focus in particular on the indications regarding resolutio, 
dialectical-reduction and the passage from one theme to another. 


3.1 Introduction: resolutio and reductio as metaphysical method 


Chapter One of the Introduction to Metaphysica deals specifically 
with the method of metaphysics. Fabro begins the chapter with an overview 
of the names traditionally given to metaphysics and the general 
characteristics of metaphysics. He says that he will not imitate other Neo- 
Thomistic manuals which tend to follow Wolff's method and division of 


* J. Villagrasa points out in his article, “La resolutio come metodo della 
metafisica secondo Cornelio Fabro”, 64, that Fabro makes no reference to the 
distinction between the two resolutions. However, it could be argued that in later 
works Fabro does make a quasi-distinction, in that he prefers to use “resolutio” to 
describe what pertains to resolutio secundum rationem (resolution of perfection 
and act according to intrinsic causes and principles) and “reductio” to describe 
what pertains to resolutio secundum rem (reduction of participated esse to Ipsum 
Esse Subsistens according to extrinsic causal participation). In fact, A. Contat 
structures his presentation of Fabro’s metaphysics according to the distinction 
between resolutio secundum rationem and resolutio secundum rem. See his 
“L’étant, Vesse et la participation selon Cornelio Fabro Revue Thomiste 111 
(2011), 357-403. 
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metaphysics into general (ontology) and special metaphysics (cosmology, 
psychology and natural theology). Such a division, Fabro argues, does not 
follow the process of human knowledge, which begins with sensible things 
and only after great difficulty and effort comes to the more abstract things. 
Moreover, Wolff's method denotes a certain aprioristic conception of 
physical reality. In a Wolffian metaphysics, it is almost as if physical reality 
derives from metaphysical principles which are supposedly received 
intuitively and are absolutely valid per se, yet, at the same time, have no 
relation to experience. The main difficulty in this type of metaphysics is 
figuring out how to apply these principles to experience as they are known 
independently of experience. Fabro concludes that this is one of the main 
reasons why Kant and Hegel turned against Wolffian-rationalistic 
metaphysics and sought by all means to bring out its shortcomings”. 

With this premise, Fabro presents the method that he will follow in his 
metaphysics. He mentions two things: first, that he will return to the 
Aristotelian-Thomistic method of metaphysics and, second, that he will 
follow a dialectical-reductive method”. Fabro further clarifies that his 
metaphysics will not consist in presenting an assortment of theses to be 
defended, but rather will allow the problems concerning the origin and 
ultimate end of all being to guide the development of the exposition. 

Section Four of Chapter One deals more specifically with the 
subiectum and method of metaphysics. Here, Fabro notes a certain 
agreement among philosophers regarding the subiectum of metaphysics as 
ens commune. Nevertheless, there have been many different conceptions of 
being (ens). The extension of being, in some way, refers to both the Creator 
and the creature, to substance and accidents, to cause and effect — and these 
are the fundamental “meanings” of being which pose and begin the 
metaphysical problem. The notion of ens is found in every metaphysical 
theme and metaphysics looks at whether or not something effectively 
realizes the notion of being, and in what manner they do so. To deal 
properly with the swbiectum of metaphysics one should progress slowly and 
advance by degrees according to the proper mode or method of the science. 


°3 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 3-4. 

aC. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 4: “Sic ergo nos, Dei adjuvante 
gratia, ad methodum aristotelico-thomisticam redimus illamque ad temporum 
conditiones aptantes, [...]. De methodo quam seguemur, scil. dialectico-reductiva, 
dicetur infra’. 
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In metaphysics, this method depends on the initial meaning of ens and the 
way in which one begins”. 

Consequently, Fabro looks at ens from different perspectives in order 
to determine this initial meaning on which the method of metaphysics 
depends: 1) Grammatically, “ens” is the present participle of the infinitive 
verb “esse”. As a participle it indicates “a subject in a determined act, in the 
exercise of this act”*°. 2) Really, “ens” means “that-which-is” or “that which 
possesses being in se”. “That-which” corresponds to the “thing” (res), while 
“is” corresponds to the “act of being” (esse). On esse, Fabro notes: “Even 
though esse, as we will see, is a primary and supreme perfection, we grasp it 
and express it as an attribute of things”?”. 3) Formally, ens is considered as 
follows: 


1) Phenomenologically, esse is said in many ways, namely, of all that can be 
subject to an affirmation or negation. It is said, then, even of beings of reason, 


5 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 20: “Quamvis ergo omnia 
problemata Metaphysicae sibi compresentia sint sive in primo problemata (“De 
notione entis’), sive in quovis problemata, tamen problemata accipimus unum post 
aliud secundum nostrum modum considerandi et dividendi, a simplicibus scil. et 
magis notis ad complexa et minus nota procedentes. Agimus enim ‘Metaphysicam 
humanam’, non divinam nex angelicam: non ‘intuemur’ nos unitatem 
complicationes, nec complicationem unitatis, sed a multiplicitate et a 
complicatione ad unitatem assurgimus aliam in alis et ex alia considerantes. Hac 
proinde ratione D. Thomas, in prologo ad Commentarium suum, potuit diversa 
quae ferebantur objecta huius scientiae simul ordinare et integreare et in unum 
consonare, sive consideret prima causa (in quantum est prima philosophia), sive 
prima principia seu ens et ea quae ipsum consequuntur (in quantum est 
metaphysica), sive maxime intelligibilia et spirituali vel divina speculetur (in 
quantum proprie est theologia). In hoc enim concluditur subjectum metaphysicae. 
Ad hoc tamen sujectum plene penetrandum et tractandum ‘gradatim’ ascendere 
debet; hoc pertinet ad modum, vel ad huius scientiae methodum, ad quam pertinet 
id Scholastici objectum formale quo appellare consueverunt. [...] Methodus alicuius 
scientiae sumitur ab objecto eius formali quo et a subjecto. Objectum formale quo 
est ipsa ratio entis in quantum ens, seu ratio communissima entis aut ‘ens 
commune’. Sed omnia pendent a significatione initiali entis, a modo quomodo fit 
initium (Ausgangspunkt)’. 

© C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 21: “‘Indicat participium [...] 
subjectum in actu aliquo, in exercitio ipsius actus’. 

a FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 21: “Quamvis, sicut videbimus, esse 
sit prima est summa perfectio, a nobis tamen apprehenditur ut attributum rerum et 
sic etiam significatur’’. 
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privations and chimeras. Man is a species; Peter is blind; the chimera is an 
animal. 

2) Really it is only said of real being: of the substance and the accident, of 
the Creator and the created, of cause and effect. 

3) Principally, of “principal” being, namely, the Creator, substance and the 
cause; of spiritual substance and the first cause more primarily than the 
corporeal substances and second causes. This primacy comes from its very 
nature, or rather from its perfection and degree of perfection. Thus, although 
esse is the act of the essence, the essence brings us to esse and is what specifies 
it. From the very nature of the subject one knows the mode of being and 
consequently the act of being. The knowledge of the essence is the key to 
metaphysics”. 


Fabro takes up the last point about the role of the essence in our 
knowledge of esse and points out that the knowledge of the essence is one 
of the keys to metaphysics. Such knowledge is obtained by means of 
abstraction, which consists in the “apprehension of the universal nature 
without its individuating notes”. This is an absolute consideration of the 
essence and by it we can come to the definition of the thing (quod quid erat 
esse; quiddity)”’. “To know” means to apprehend the form separated from 
matter and there are as many modes and degrees of knowledge and science 
as there are modes and degrees of “remotion” from matter and movement. 
Traditionally, three degrees of such abstraction and remotion were 
distinguished: 1) Abstraction from sensible, individual matter, yet sensible, 
common matter is retained. Thus, we have physics which concerns the laws 


oC, FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 22: “Formaliter. Phaenomenologice 
esse multipliciter dicitur, scilicet: 1) De quocumque aliquid potest affirmari vel 
negari; unde etiam entis rationis, privatione et chimaerae: Homo est species, Petrus 
est caecus, chimaera est animal. 2) Realiter dicitur tamen de ente reali: de 
substantia et accidente, de creatore et creatum, de causa et effectu. 3) Principaliter, 
de ente “principali” seu de creatore, de substantia et de causa: de substantia 
spirituali et de prima causa principalius quam de substantiis corporeis ac de causis 
secundus. Quae principalitas eruitus ab ipsa natura, seu ab eius perfectione et a 
gradu eius perfectionis. Unde quamvis esse sit actus essentiae, tamen est essentia 
manuducens ad esse et specificans ipsum esse. Ex ipsa ergo natura subiecti 
dignoscitur modus essendi et proinde ipse actus essendi eiusdem. Cognitio 
essentiae est clavis metaphysicae”. 

* See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 23: “Abstractio ipsa seu 
apprehensio naturae universalis sine notis individuantibus, vel consideratio 
absolute alicuius esentiae ut as ipsam definitionem ‘quod quid erat esse’ rei 
pervenire sit possibile”. 
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of sensible experience. 2) Abstraction from all sensible matter, yet 
intelligible matter (numbers and figures) is retained. This corresponds to the 
degree of mathematics. 3) The “third mode or degree of remotion from 
matter” deals with form that is abstracted from all matter (abstrahitur a 
quacumque materia)*’. In regard to this third degree, Fabro refers to In 
Boethii De Trinitate, q. 5, a. 4 and notes that in it, St. Thomas distinguishes 
two types of theology: one that deals with things that are separate and in no 
way are or can be in matter; another that deals with things to which matter 
and movement are not essential, things like being, substance, potency, act, 
etc. In the latter theology (metaphysics) two stages can be distinguished: a) 
“De ente in communi, de substantia, de causis...” b) “De Deo et 
proprietatibus eius sec. rationem naturale’, 

With this premise, Fabro looks more in-depth at In Boethii De 
Trinitate (questions 5 and 6) in order to understand the method of 
metaphysics. Speculative sciences, he notes, are distinguished according to 
their objects. Metaphysics, which considers being as being, embraces all the 
objects of the other sciences according to the ratio of being. Fabro is quick 
to note that according to St. Thomas’s text, it is more proper to speak of 
“separation”, rather than “abstraction”, with regard to the nature of 
metaphysical “contemplation”. This difference between abstraction and 
separation needs to be analyzed carefully, “since the well-known traditional 
theory of the three degrees of abstraction obscured this problem in some 
way”. 

Abstraction, he writes, is twofold: one regards the abstraction of the 
universal from the particular; the other regards the abstraction of the form 
from matter. The first is the abstraction proper to the natural sciences. Thus, 
for Aquinas it is possible to have scientific knowledge of things subject to 


°° Under this point, Fabro references Geiger’s work (1947) and Robert’s 
article in Divus Thomas (1947) on separatio. Both works were referenced on page 
22-23 of this dissertation. 

3! C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 24. 

? See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 24: “Methodum metaphysicae 
fuse et profunde aperit Angelicus in q. V-VI op. incompleti In Boeth. De Trinitate, 
a quibus principia breviter referimus”’. 

a on FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 26: “Hinc sedulo eruenda est 
distinctio quam facit Angelicus D. inter abstractionem proprie dictam et 
separationem: prima convenit scientiis physicis et mathematicis, secunda est 
propria metaphysicae et est suprema consideratio. Hoc tamen sedulo est 
considerandum, quia vulgata theoria traditionalis de tribus gradibus abstractionis 
super totam hanc materiam aliquomodo obscuritates iniecit”’. 
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movement so long as they are “abstracted” from movement and their 
individuality. The second abstraction corresponds to the mathematical 
sciences. Both abstractions correspond to the first operation of the intellect 
or simple apprehension. With regard to metaphysics, Fabro writes: 


The method or knowledge which is properly metaphysical is not called 
abstraction by St. Thomas but rather separation. The reason for this distinction 
is that the Angelic Doctor reduces the knowledge or method of metaphysics to 
the second operation of the mind, judgment, while the method of abstraction 
pertains to the first [operation of the mind], which is simple apprehension. 
From this one concludes that abstraction tends per se to the knowledge of the 
essences insofar as they constitute the nature of things, while separation, by 
means of affirmations and negations achieves the esse of things themselves and 
their modes™. 


In contrast to the first operation of the intellect, which can abstract many 
things which are united in reality, the second operation can mentally 
separate only those things that in reality are distinct since this operation 
concerns the esse of things: “Consequently, in this operation the intellect 
‘distinguishes one thing from another since it understands that one is not in 
the other’. Since ‘in things that can be divided according to esse, there is 
separation more than abstraction’”*?, 

Metaphysics, then, considers that which is separated according to 
esse: God, in the first place, and the separated substances, and in some way, 
the human soul insofar as it is spiritual and immortal. In preparation for 
such knowledge, metaphysics considers the ultimate constitutive principles 
of things in themselves*’. Fabro quotes In Boethii De Trinitate at length, 
highlighting once again the two types of theology and how Sacred Theology 


* C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 30: “Methodus seu cognitio proprie 
metaphysicae non dicitur a S. Th. abstractio, sed separatio. Ratio huius divisionis 
est quia Angelicus reducit cognitionem seu methodum metaphyiscae ad secundam 
mentis operationem seu judicium, dum methodus asbrstactionis pertinet ad primam 
quae est simplex apprehensio. Ex hoc habetur qd abstractio tendit per se ad 
cognitionem essentiarum sec. qd constituunt naturam rerum, dum separatio attingit 
esse ipsorum rerum et modos eius sec. affirmationes et negationes”’. 

soe 6s FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 31: “Unde in hac operatione 
intellectus ‘distinguit unum ab alio per hoc quod intelligit unum alii non inesse’. 
Quia ‘in his quae secundum esse possunt esse divisa, magis habet locum separatio 
quam abstractio’”’. 

°° See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 31. 
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considers separated substances (God) as its subiectum, while theology- 
metaphysics considers things that may be separated from matter and 
movement (ens, substance, potency and act) as its subiectum and God as the 
principle of its subiectum. 

Having dealt with Question Five and separatio, Fabro now turns his 
attention to Question Six and resolutio. He writes: 


St. Thomas calls the metaphysical method properly intellectual (with 
Boethius): “To proceed intellectually is attributed to the divine science since in 
it, one adheres most closely the mode of the intellect” (ibid., q. 6, a. 1 ad 3). In 
metaphysics all is considered and is resolved insofar as it comes to know the 
ultimate principles of beings. Metaphysics comes to them later and as if it were 
the ultimate reduction of the other sciences. For this reason, also the 
metaphysical principles are in a certain way common to all the rational 
sciences that refer to it in the way of resolution. And in this consists the 
intellectual method proper to metaphysics*”. 


Fabro thus interprets Thomistic “‘resolutio” as referring to the intellectual 
way metaphysics resolves all that it considers to the ultimate principles of 
being and as referring to the relationship between metaphysics and the other 
sciences — in that metaphysical principles are common to all the sciences by 
way of resolution. 

Chapter Two deals with the starting-point or beginning of metaphysics 
(De initio Metaphysicae). In a summary of the chapter, Fabro states that ens 
qua ens “contains a duality, whose terms, essence and esse, have a 
dialectical relationship and impede and deny the identification of one with 
the other or the transition of one to the other’*®. Accordingly, the point of 
departure of metaphysics consists in grasping ens and considering it 


ck @ FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 32: “Methodus metaphysicae dr a S. 
Th. (cum Boethio) proprie intellectualis: ‘Intellectualiter procedere attribuitur 
divinae scientiae, eo qd in ipsa observatur maxime modus intellectus’ (bid., q. VI, 
1 ad 3 per totum). In metaphysica omnis enim considerantur et resolvuntur in 
quantum cognoscere faciunt ultima entium principis et ad illa metaphysica pervenit 
postea et quasi sit sicut ultima resolutio aliarum scientiarum. Propter hoc etiam 
metaphysica principia sunt etiam aliquo modo communia omnibus scientiis 
rationalibus quae in via resolutionis ad illam se referunt. Et in hoc consistit 
methodus intellectualis proprius metaphysicae’’. 

8 C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 37-38: “Ens in quantum ens continet 
jam dualitatem cuius termini essentia — esse, dialectica se habent et identificati nec 
seu transitum unius in alium impediunt et negant”. 
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problematically, reflecting on it and separating it insofar as it is ens. 
“Something is’, a thing has esse, an essence participates or has esse: to 
grasp this is the beginning of metaphysics”. Being as being is both 
concrete and abstract: “Concrete, since it expresses an actual synthesis of 
essence and esse. Abstract, since the notion of this synthesis of being 
expresses a pure form or a demand that implies the relation, absolutely 
considered, of essence to esse. For this reason, one needs to place being as 
being as the absolute beginning or point of departure of metaphysics”. 

The way in which one comes to the notion of “ens qua ens” is outlined 
in Chapter Three of the Introduction: “The Supreme Principle of 
Metaphysics”. The chapter works its way slowly to the principle of non- 
contradiction, considering many other themes along the way. Metaphysics, 
Fabro writes, proceeds in a reductive fashion with respect to the other 
sciences and knowledge, since it considers the problem of being according 
to its own principles — which are affirmed through knowledge of ens — and 
not according to principles obtained from other sciences*'. Our knowledge 
of ens, however, is gradual and five different levels of comprehension may 
be distinguished. The third level is proper to metaphysics: 


a) First there is the very confused notion of being, in the child. This notion is 
characterized by the reference or reduction to the objects of direct experience. 
One could almost say that for the child the following principle is valid: being is 


the phenomenon, namely, what appears, what one likes and dislikes. ..”. 


cae FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 38: “Hoc enim est initium 
metaphysicae: ipsum ens apprehendere et illud in-qt-ens problematice advertere, 
agitare et segregare. Aliquid est, aliqua res habet esse, Essentia participat vel habet 
esse: hoc apprehendere est initium metaphysicae”’. 

a Be FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 39: “Concretum, quia synthesim 
exprimit actualem essentiae et esse. Abstractum quia huius syntheses ratio entis 
exprimit puram formam vel exigentiam secundum qd importat habitudinem 
essentiae ad esse simplciter inspectam. Unde ens in qt ens absolute initium 
Metaphysicae est praedicandum”’. 

“! See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 42: “Proprium Metaphysicae est 
omnes notiones ‘referre’ ad ens et ordinare sub ente: procedit ergo per respectum 
ad alias scientias vel cognitiones, modo reductivo. Ponit autem et evolvit problema 
suum de ente a se ipsa per prpria principia, haec autem principia non ab aliis 
scientiis quam directe ab entis notitia haurit et firmat”. 

“ C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 42: “Est primo notio confusissima 
entis apud puerum, quae nativitatem ipsius celebrat mentis. Proprium huius 
notionis est eius referentia vel reductio ad objecta experientiae directae; posset fere 
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b) Afterwards, we have the vulgar notion, still confused, but already 
differentiated. Through the progress of experience, man distinguishes beings 
and aspects of reality: he distinguishes, certainly, but he does not know or seek 
the proper principle of the distinction: he is content with the phenomenic 
differences and does not suspect, nor does it occur to him to investigate the 
structure and consistency of the beings that depend on the relation of essence to 
the act of being (esse). The reference or reduction, in its greater part, still 
remains in the phenomenic sphere and within the limits of a determined 
science, according to the conditions of culture. One touches the metaphysical 
sphere indirectly, especially through reflection on social and religious 
problems. Science, as such, does not inquire about ens”. 


c) There is an initial metaphysical notion of being (ens commune), at the 
doorstep of metaphysics and makes metaphysics possible. We have spoken 
about it and we have to face it in what follows. What is proper to this notion is 
the explicit duality of the two elements: “that which is” and “being” and the 
problem of their relationship“. 


d) In the metaphysical notion constituted by ens, the problem of this 
relationship (of essence and of esse) is solved by means of the division of 
being in its modes or categories. To affirm the diversity of beings, one 
supposes a phenomenological-essential reduction”. 


dici pro infante valere principium: ens est phaenomenon = id quod apparet, scil. 
quod delectat vel constristat...”. 

aes FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 42: “Est notio vulgaris, adhuc 
confuse, sed jam differentiate. Progressu experientiae homo quicumque distinguit 
entia et aspectus realitatis: distinguit entia et aspectus realitatis: distinguit certe, sed 
distinctionis nescit vel non quaerit principium proprium, contentus de differentiis 
phaenomenalibus; nec suspicatur aut quaerit structuram et consistentiam entium 
dependere ab habitudine essentiae ad esse. Referentia vel reductio adhuc manet pro 
maxime parte in ambitu phaenomenali, et secundum conditionem culturae limitata 
remanet ad aliquam scientiam. Sphaera metaphysica attingitur indirecte, praesertim 
per reflexionem super problemata socialia et religiosa. Scientiae, qua tales, non 
quaerunt de ente’”’. 

“ C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 43: “Est notio entis metaphysica 
initialis (ens commune) quae est in limine Metaphysicae ac eius possibilitatem 
constituit, de qua locuti sumus quamque mox aggradi debemus. Proprium eius est 
dualitas explicite: quod est et esse eorumque habitudo ut problema”. 

“’ C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 44: “Est notio entis metaphysica 
constituta in qua problema illius habitudinis (essentiae et tou esse) obtinuit 
solutionem per divisionem entis in suos modos et categorias. Supponitur enim 
reductio phaenomenologica-essentialis pro entium diversitate affirmande’’. 
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e) Finally, there is a terminal notion of ens in which one coordinates and 
subordinates the different forms and modes of ens. Here we have the transition 
from being and essence to “intensive esse’, that is, insofar as one considers 
esse, which is totally act, in its absolute purity and metaphysical separation, as 
comprehension and possession of all acts and perfections. This esse concludes 
and closes in se the dialectic, since there can be nothing outside of it**. 


As Fabro is concerned with the beginning of metaphysics, he inquires 
into the origin of third level — the “initial, metaphysical notion of ens”. This 
notion originates from an “‘admiration” or “stupor” which discovers that the 
vulgar notion is inadequate in some respect’. This admiration involves a 
dialectic, in which one is aware of an inadequacy — in experience or in 
reflection — between particular, categorial knowledge and being itself. An 
ulterior foundation of being is sought, not in the essence, but rather in 
relation to esse. Metaphysical admiration occurs when man becomes aware 
of the problem of esse or of being as being, beyond and above the problem 
of the essence**. The cause of this admiration is twofold: the problem of 
movement and the problem of multiplicity. Fabro writes: 


Metaphysical stupor [leads] to the investigation of that fundamental structure 
of ens according to which one can understand being as being and as different. 
The principle cause of metaphysical stupor is the observation of movement and 
change, in which being appears united at times and divided at others, already 
advanced in its evolution, or tending toward the end, and at the same time the 
observation of multiplicity, in which being appears both one and multiple. 
These different and opposing dispositions of being are conflicting for the mind 
and call for a response. The real sciences try to respond with in the limits of 
phenomena and in accord with the laws of movement. Philosophy, and above 
all metaphysics, proposes a response starting from the intrinsic principles of 
being, from which the phenomena proceed and depend. To the experience of 


wae oo FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 44: “Est tandem entis notio 
terminalis, in qua entis variae formae ac diversi modi coordinantur et 
subordinantus. Hac in phasi fit transitus ab ente et ab ipsa essentia ad esse 
intensivum, prout dici potest: in quantum esse, quod est omnino actus, consideratur 
in sua absolute puritate vel separatione metaphysica, sicut comprehensio et 
possessio omnium actuum et perfectionum. Et tale esse concludit et claudit in se 
ipsam dialecticam, cum extra ipsum nihil sit nec possit esse”. 

“7 C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 44-45. 

“8 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 45. 
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movement and change one adds the observation of the multiplicity and 
diversity of things”. 


As we have seen, Fabro’s NMP concentrated more on the problem of 
multiplicity than that of movement, and more on the role of matter and the 
species, than that of substance. In fact, NMP started with the participation of 
the individual in the species and the species in the genus. Movement was 
only mentioned indirectly as “physical contrariety”. In contrast, 
Metaphysica’s resolution of ens qua ens begins with both problems, 
movement and multiplicity, and the first division of ens into substance and 
accidents. In Metaphysica, substance, accidents, essence, prime matter and 
form are given pride of place over species and genus (proper to the 
metaphysical reflection of NMP). 

As a science, metaphysics has some fundamental principles — the 
supreme principle of metaphysics is “principle of non-contradiction”. Fabro 
holds that the principle acts as a motor in metaphysics so that the 
metaphysician can move on to the investigation of the structure of ens and 
its divisions. Three different moments in this progressive determination of 
the structure of ens are distinguished: the phenomenological, the 
constitutive-metaphysical and the conclusive-metaphysical. Fabro writes: 


In the consideration of ens qua ens, the principle of [non-]contradiction fulfills 
the role of primary motor, so that the intellect can advance and gradually 
determine being. In the phenomenological moment, so that through its 
properties, one comes to the essence; in the constitutive-metaphysical moment, 
in order to determine from the essence the relation to esse, according to which 
one makes the division of being in its modes; in the conclusive-metaphysical 
moment, so that once the relation essence-esse is known, one establishes an 


“” C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 45-46: “Stupor metaphysicus [ducit] 
ad inquisitionem illius structurae entis fundamentalem secundum quam ens 
intelligi possit simul ens esse et diversum esse. Causa praecipua stuporis 
metaphysici videtur ergo praesertim observatio motus et mutationis, secundum 
quam ens apparet tum unitum, tum divisum, tum in evolutione progrediens sui tum 
ad finem proprii esse tendens, et simul observatio multiplicitatis secundum quam 
ens apparet unum et multa. Haec diversa ac opposita fata entis, mentem percellunt 
ac postulant responsionem. Responsio in limine phaenomenorum secundum leges 
motus quaeritur a scientiis realibus. Responsionem ex intrinsecis entis principiis, a 
quibus ipsa phaenomena procedunt et reguntur quaerit philosophia et praesertim 
metaphysica. Cum motus mutationisque experientia concurrit avertentia 
multiplicitatis et diversitatis rerum...” 
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order between the modes of being with reference to its ultimate principles. 
Thus, by means of gradual “reduction” one “develops” and founds the notion 
50 


of being”. 


This determination, gradual reduction, development and foundation of ens 
qua ens is taken up in the three books of metaphysics that follow. In 
essence, the reduction of accidental forms to substance corresponds to the 
phenomenological-reductive moment of metaphysical reflection, while the 
argument for the real distinction between essence and esse is properly 
“metaphysical” and forms part of the constitutive moment which, in turn, 
opens up to conclusive-metaphysical moment (Book Three on Cause). 


3.2 Book One: The Division of Being 


Fabro divides Book One into four chapters. The first two chapters deal 
with substance and accidents, the second two with act and potency. Chapter 
One begins by recalling that the cause of metaphysical admiration is the 
phenomena of change and multiplicity”. In order to “save the phenomena”, 
change and multiplicity must be considered as expressions or manifestations 
of being; they need to be explained and given a solid foundation. 
Phenomenological reflection reveals that: “Within being, there are things 
that change and things that remain the same; some things determine the 
thing in an absolute way in knowledge, others in an accidental way; some 
things pertain to being as intrinsic constitutive [principles], others come and 
go as properties without ens itself changing”°*. Based on this, being may be 


gL Ga FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 51: “In consideratione entis — in-qt- 
ens, principium contradictionis munere quasi fungitur principii moventis ad hoc ut 
mens gradatim ipsum ens attingit atque determinet: in momento phaenomenologico 
ut ex proprietatibus attingat essentiam; in momento metaphysico-constitutivo ut ex 
essentia determinetur habitudo ad esse secundam quam fiar divisio entis in suis 
modis; in momento metaph.-conclusiva, ut ex habitudine essentiae ad esse jam 
cognita ordinem fiat inter modos entis ad sua principia ultima. Sic per graduales 
“‘reductiones’ ratio entis ‘explicatur’ ac fundatur’’. 

>! See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 58: “Mutatio et multiplicitas, 
varietas phaenomenorum et diversitas proprietatum tum multarum rerum tum 
unius rei, excitant illum stuporem metaphysicum”’. 

cag Gh FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 63: “Quaedam in ente fluunt, et 
quaedam remanent; quaedam in cognitione rem determinant absolute, quaedam 
accidentaliter; quaedam ad ens pertinent ut intrinsece constituentia, quaedam ut 
proprietate, quaedam adveniunt et transeunt ipse ente immutato”’. 
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divided into predicaments according to the “reductive” method which St. 
Thomas uses: “The mobile and the accidental reduce to something previous 
as the imperfect to the perfect. For an accident is imperfect: and movement 
is the act of the imperfect””’. 

According to this phenomenological-reduction (which may be 
considered as the first stage of dialectical-reductive method), substance is 
determined: 1) as that which gives unity to being with respect to the 
multiplicity of accidents and phenomena; 2) as that which remains in a 
qualitative change of being; and 3) as that which subsists and as 
foundation™’. The first two properties pertain to substance as essence while 
the third reveals substance as subject. Here, Fabro emphasizes the initial 
role of phenomenology and how this must continue into a more profound 
metaphysical and dialectical reduction: 


To show the distinction between substance and accidents, a phenomenological 
analysis of the multiplicity and ordering of the accidents in a certain structural 
unity is enough, and the permanence of this structure in accidental change. For 
a more solid determination of substance as the principal essence of such nature, 
an ulterior reduction is necessary from changeable and exterior accidents to 
more constant and intimate ones, up to coming to the ultimate properties which 
by their connection and formal and real causality reveal the substance. Thus, 
substance works and manifests esse by means of the accidents and is known by 
these: thus the dialectic can progress”. 


The rest of Chapter One and Chapter Two are dedicated to explaining the 
notion of substance and the relationship between substance and accidents. 


°° De Potentia, q. 8, a. 1 ad 9: “Mobile et accidens reducuntur ad aliquid 
prius sicut imperfectum ad perfectum. Nam accidens imperfectum est, et similiter 
motus est imperfecti actus”. 

* See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 65. 

ar ox FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 65: “Ad ostendendam 
distinctionem substentiae ab accidentibus sufficit analysis phaenomenologica 
multiplicitatis et ordinationis accidentium in aliqua unitate structurae et 
permanentiae huius structurae in mutatione accidentium. Ad _ firmiorem 
determinationem substantiae et essentiae principalis talis naturae oportet ulterior 
reductio ex accidentibus labilibus et exterioribus ad magis constantia et intima 
usque ad proprietates ultimas ad proprietates ultimas quae per suam connexionem 
ac causalitatem tum formalem tum realem, ipsam substantiam patefaciant. Unde 
substantia operatur et esse manifestat per accidentia ac per illa cognoscitur unde 
dialectica potest progredi’. 
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Chapter Three deals with act and potency and refers to the first two 
divisions of being based on Aristotle’s quadripartite division of ens: “Given 
that ens (finite ens, which is grasped in experience) is divided in two ways: 
according to the scheme of the categories and according to potency and act 
(Metaphysics, H, 10, 1051a 34), having resolved the first division, it belongs 
to deal with the second”*®. Fabro notes that along with the experience of the 
multiplicity and diversity of beings (which gives rise to the division of the 
categories) one simultaneously has the experience of movement and change. 
It was from his analysis of movement and change that Aristotle drew out his 
theory of act and potency. 

The becoming which is characteristic of reality is something we 
experience: movement is the becoming that belongs to one and the same 
reality; change concerns the becoming of one reality from another. 
Phenomenological reflection demands that movement not be converted into 
something else in such a way that it ceases to be movement. Likewise, the 
principle of non-contradiction demands the movement not imply the 
simultaneous affirmation and negation of one and the same reality in such a 
way that movement ceases to be an “ens”. Thus, “when movement is 
transferred from the phenomenological sphere to metaphysical reduction, it 
should simultaneously retain its originality and satisfy the first principle. 
From this dialectical tension between experience and movement and the 
demand of the first principle [...], Aristotle elaborates his theory of act and 
potency””’. 

In his analysis of movement and change, Fabro observes that Aristotle 
seems to have begun with local movement and artificial change and then 
moved on to other accidental changes and then to substantial change. In all 
of these phenomena, the principle of non-contradiction demands that within 
the reality of movement it is necessary to make a distinction between 
intrinsic principles. In this case we are urged to distinguish the capacity to 
act or be acted upon (Aristotle called this “potency”) from the perfection or 


ae FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 94: “Quia ens (finitum vel qd in 
experientia cadit) dupliciter dicitur vel secundum figuram categoriarum, vel 
secundum potentiam et actum, (Metaph. (H), 10, 1051a 34), absoluta prima 
divisione, inquirendum de secunda nobis incumbit’. 

C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 96: “Dum a_ sphaere 
phaenomenologica transfertur ad reductionem metaphysicum, debet simul et suam 
originalitatem retinere et primo principio satisfacere. Ex hoc tensione dialectica 
inter experientiam motus ac exigentiam primi principii — [...] — Aristoteles invenit 
theoriam actus et potentiae’”’. 
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the new reality in which movement or change terminates (Aristotle called 
this principle “act’”). The transition or act of passing from potency to act is 
called “movement” and is defined as “the act of ens in potency insofar as it 
is in potency”. Movement, then, is a “dialectical situation”: it is neither act 
nor potency alone, but rather implies a kind of mutual co-existence. Thus, 
by means of the notions of act and potency, one resolves the contradiction 
that appeared in ens. This co-existence of both determinations demands an 
ulterior explanation, both of movement itself and of the reality in which the 
movement occurs (subiicitur). Hence the need for another definition: 
“Movement is the act of the mobile as mobile”’*. Movement thus appears as 
is a certain act or perfection; at the same time, it is an “imperfect act” or an 
“act of the imperfect”””. Fabro notes that “imperfect act” is an extremely 
dialectical expression (as it means imperfect perfection), but both 
experience and reason oblige us to use it’. Such considerations reveal that 
the notion of movement pertains to the phenomenological-ontological level 
and is grasped in via inventionis: yet the notion of movement does not 
depend on the notions of act-potency and substance-accident so much as the 
latter depend on the analysis of the former”. 

In Aristotle’s thought, “act” is indicated by two terms: evépycta and 
eévtedexeta. According to Fabro, the first seems to refer to the activity itself, 
while the latter means the possession of the perfection that constitutes the 
term or end of the activity or movement. In both cases, act has primacy over 
potency in the metaphysical order: 


The notion of act is absolutely primary of all in the metaphysical order, on 
which depends the notion and the reality of potency, although the dialectical 
existence of potency helps the determination of act and of the notion of act. 
Act, before corresponding to the supreme affirmation, rather is itself an 
absolute affirmation, namely, a principle in whatever order and ultimate in the 
resolution or reduction of every problem. The description of Aristotle: “The act 
is the existence of the thing, but not as when it is in potency” (0, 6, 1048a 30) 
does not contradict, but rather confirms our methodological principle. 
Phenomenologically, the positive of the first moment (indeterminate 
affirmation) is shown with propriety in the second moment (determinate 


°® See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 98-99. 

*° See ARISTOTLE, Physics, I’, 2, 201b 3. 

® See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 105-106. 
°! See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 103. 
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negation or negation of the act), in order to affirm itself in the third moment as 
primary and dominant. 


Aristotle’s notion of act is predicated of all the genera of being according to 
different degrees, whose apex is God. We say that act is finite-infinite, 
substantial-accidental, formal-entitative, spiritual-corporeal... according to 
all the modes and genera of ens. “Thus, while the notion of ens is formally 
supreme (the ultimate ratio), that of act is metaphysically supreme, as esse 
is really supreme. The notion of ens extends to all; the notion of act 
subordinates all other notions to itself, the act of being is the first among all 
acts, hence God, who is Pure Esse, is the Primum Ens’®, 

As regards “potency”, it is defined as “the principle of movement or 
mutation in another as other”. Although potency as potency is not an act, 
this does not deny that it has reality; for it is a real principle in real beings. 
Potency may be either passive (receptive capacity) or active (productive of 
act): “Active potency is not contrary to act, but rather is founded in it, since 
everything acts insofar as it is in act. On the other hand, passive potency is 
contrary to act, since something is passive insofar as it is in potency’™. 
Insofar as potency weaves through all the categories and modes of being of 
finite ens, it enters into the metaphysical order. In terms of reductio, passive 
potency reduces to active potency and active potency to act. With regard to 


can OF FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 104: “Notio actus est absolute 
omnium prima in ordine metaphysica a qua dependet et ratio et realitas potentiae, 
quamvis dialectica ipsa existentia potentiae juvet ad determinationem actus et actus 
notionis. Actus non tantum correspondet supremae affirmationi, quam est ipse 
affirmatio absoluta, seu principium in quovis ordine et ultimum in resolutione seu 
reductione cuiusvis problematis. Descriptio Aristotelia: “Est enim actus existere 
rem non ita sicut dicimus potentia’ (0, 6, 1048a 30) non contradicit nostro 
principio methodologico, at potius confirmat illud. Phaenomenologice positvum I 
momento (affirmatio indeterminata), se ostendit in propria in II momento (negatio 
determinata seu tot actus) et esse affirmet in HI momento sicut primum et 
dominans”’. 

& FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 105: “Ita dum notio entis est 
formaliter suprema (‘ratio ultima’), ita notio actus est metaphysica suprema sicut 
‘esse’ est realiter suprema. Ratio entis ad omnia se extendit, notio actus omnes 
notiones sibi subordinat, actus essendi est primus inter actus under et Deus qui est 
Esse purum est primum Ens”. 

e I, q. 25, a. 1 ad 1: “Potentia activa non dividitur contra actum, sed fundatur 
in eo, nam unumquodque agit secundum quod est actu. Potentia vero passiva 
dividitur contra actum, nam unumquodque patitur secundum quod est in potentia”’. 
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the first, St. Thomas writes: “Now, [passive] potency is reduced to a first 
active potency, because when anything undergoes change this is caused by 
an agent. And for this reason passive potency is also reduced to active 
potency”®>. With regard to the second reduction, Fabro concludes: 


Since active potency is not metaphysically distinct from act, but rather is 
founded upon it, the metaphysical reduction of potencies concludes in act. This 
principle, which, on the one hand closes the phenomenological process of 
reduction, on the other hand, opens the analysis of ens qua ens, be this in the 
order of being or of action. “The potency — the Angelic Doctor teaches — in that 
which has potency, is ordered to act. Wherefore it corresponds that the notion 
of potency is taken from the act to which it is ordered. Consequently, the 
notion of potency is diversified, as the notion of act is diversified” (I, q. 77, a. 
3)”. 


The analysis of movement, then, has effectively established the priority of 
act over potency: “Everything that passes from potency to act requires a 
preceding act in the agent, by which it is reduced to act’”’’. As well, act and 
potency are really distinct. This point should not be taken lightly, as Fabro 
writes: 


This theorem is considered the nucleus of Aristotelian-Thomistic metaphysics, 
as the foundation in the explanation of the structure of finite being. While the 
infinite Being possesses a perfect simplicity in the absolute fullness of all 
perfections, the finite being obtains its reality through different compositions. 
Among these compositions, the principal ones are: 1) Substance and accident, 
of which we have spoken. 2) Matter and form, which is only found in corporeal 


® In IX Metaph., lect. 1, n. 1777: “Haec autem potentia reducitur ad primam 
potentiam activam, quia passio ab agente causatur. Et propter hoc etiam potentia 
passiva reducitur ad activam’’. 

ar al FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 111: “Quia potentia activa non 
distinguitur metaphysice ab actu sed in ille fundatur, sic reductio metaphysica 
potentiarum absolvitur in actu. Hoc principium quod ex una parte claudit 
processum reductionis phaenomenologicum, ex altera aperit analysis ipsius entis in 
qt ens sive in ordine essenci seive in ordine operandi. ‘Potentia, docet Angelicus, 
secundum illud quod est potentia, ordinatur ad actum. Unde oportet rationem 
potentiae accipi ex actu ad quem ordinatur, et per consequens oportet quod ratio 
potentiae diversificetur, ut diversificatur ratio actus’ (I, 77, 3)”. 

°7 In IX Metaph., lect. 8, n. 1866: “Id enim, quod exit de potentia in actum, 
requirit actum praecedentem in agente, a quo reducitur in actum”. This, Fabro 
notes, is the foundation of the Five Ways which demonstrate the existence of God. 
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beings. 3) Essence and esse, which is proper of finite being as such, to which 
one adds that of: 4) Nature and suppositum™. 


These compositions can be considered in two ways: either as applications of 
the principle to the different instances of ens; or as instances or 
confirmations of the principle itself, insofar as we can manifest and 
demonstrate these compositions with a superior means, for example, the 
principle of participation®’. Fabro prefers the second way in the dialectical 
ascension of this stage of metaphysics. 

As noted above, Fabro holds that the real distinction of act and 
potency opens up to the metaphysical consideration of ens as ens. For 
Fabro, this is the moment of the “constitution” of metaphysics. He prepares 
this affirmation by contrasting the phenomenological and metaphysical 
ways the notions of act and potency arise. Phenomenologically these notions 
arise from “from a certain opposition and contrariety of qualities or states 
which befall or can befall a subject”. Metaphysically, however: 


[T]he problem or the moment is the real possibility itself that these contraries 
have of founding themselves in the same subject. The contraries are related as 
affirmation and negation or better said, as the possession and privation of 
being. The positive quality (health) which is like an act, indicates an act; the 
contrary quality, which is privation, indicates in some way “non-being” (this or 
that). 


an GR FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 114: “Hoc theorema qd nucleum 
metaphysicae aristotelico-thomisticae habetur voluti fundamentum in structura 
entis finiti elucidanda. Dum Ens infinitum in absoluta omnium perfectionum 
phenitudine perfectam sempliciatem retinet, ens finitum realitatem suam habet ex 
diversis compositionibus. Harum praecipuae indicantur: 1. Substantiae et 
accidentis, de qua locuti pauca sumus. 2. Materiae et formae quae in corporalibus 
tantum invenitur. 3. Essentiae et esse quae entis finiti qua talis propria est quacum 
adiungitur: 4. Naturae et suppositi’. 

”° See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 114-115: “Haec compositiones 
possunt in duplici via considerari: a) vel ut applicationes nostri principii, ad diversa 
entis momenta — b) vel ut ipsius principii instantiae ac confirmationes quaedam, in 
quantum illas ostendere seu demonstrare possumus medio superiori, vgr. per 
principium participationis”. 

” C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 117-118: “Phaenomenologice jam 
constat quomodo oriantur notiones actus et potentia, scilicet super oppositionem 
aliquam seu contrarietatem qualitatum vel statuum quae aliquis subjecta accidunt 
vel accidere possunt...”. 
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Passing to potency and act, potency is the capacity of act or the “not-being” 
such an act as act. Thus, there is an opposition of contradiction: to be capable 
of having or being able to receive and being or having something. If the 
opposition is in the real order, the distinction is real; if the opposition is in the 
logical order (genus and difference) the opposition is of reason, but with the 
indirect foundation of some distinction or real composition. 

In this way, the division of being in act and potency investigates and 
penetrates with greater depth the anterior division of finite being, in substance 
and accident, and brings categorial being to the light of being as being. 
Substance which has accidents is composed of act and potency and is shown to 
be finite, dependent, participated and created. For this reason, by means of 
potency and act one realizes the transition to the constitution of metaphysics”’. 


Thus, according to Fabro, metaphysics is “constituted” by bringing 
categorial being under the perspective of ens qua ens by means of act and 
potency. The finiteness of substance, to which Fabro’s text alludes, is 
reintroduced in Chapter Four, “The Multiplication or Limitation of Act”. It 
is here that the dialectical ascension outlined in NMP _ regarding 
predicamental participation may be inserted. 

In fact, Chapter Four begins by contrasting the Thomistic and 
Suarezian positions on the correspondence between the logical and real 
orders and on the primum cognitum. Earlier Fabro commented on how 
Scholastics such as Scotus and Suarez placed the object of metaphysics in 
the essence: “In this conception the only opposition that remains is that 
between possible essence and real essence, between which there is no real 
opposition or dialectic, only a conceptual one: they indicate two states that 


™ C, FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 118: “Metaphysice illico problema 
vel momentum est de ipsa possibilitate reali horum contrariorum in uno subjecto 
fundanda. Contraria enim se habent sicut affirmatio et negatio vel melius sicut 
possessio et privatio entia. Qualitatas positiva (sanitas) quae est sicut actus dicit 
esse, qualitas contraria valetudo quae est privatio dicit aliquomodo non-esse (hoc 
vel illud). Transeundo ad potentiam et actum, potentia est capacitas actus seu non- 
esse talis actus in quantum actus. Unde est oppositio contradictionis esse capax 
habendi vel posse recipere et esse seu habere illud: quod si oppositio est in ordine 
reali, distinctio est realis; si oppositio est in ordine logico (genus et differentia) 
Oppositio rationis est, attamen cum fundamento indirecto alicuius distinctionis seu 
compositionis realis. Sic enim divisio entis in actum et potentiam produndius 
investigat et accidens illamque penetrat ac ens categoriale sub lumine entis in 
quantum est ens adducit. Substantia quae habet accidentia actu et potenia 
componitur et finita et dependens et per participationem et creata ostenditur. Unde 
per potentiam et actum fit gressus ad metaphysicam constituendam’’. 
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are mutually exclusive””’. Here he concludes that Sudrez and the greater 


part of the Scholastics consider the actuality or existence of things as the 
“fact of the realization” of the possible essence in the real essence. St. 
Thomas’s position, on the contrary, is founded on the dialectical notion of 
ens, in which the act of being (esse) is connoted: 


St. Thomas and the Thomists that understood him, considered the fact [of 
realization] as the sign (phenomenological moment) of the profound 
ontological principle or act, which actuates the essence itself and with which 
forms the composition of being. Thus, as the formal act (substantial form) is 
multiplied by the real potency in its order (matter) which forms with it a real 
composition, equally so any other formality which fulfills the notion of act, 
like accidents and its own esse or act of being, is multiplied by the subject, or 
the potency in which it is received”. 


Continuing his comparison, Fabro declares that Aquinas’s way of 
arguing for the multiplicity of act is strictly reductive and invokes two 
principles: 


1. Principle of “separated perfection”: “If a form or nature is totally separate 
and simple, there cannot be a multitude in it: as if whiteness were totally 
separate, there would only be one” Un Librum De Causis, lect. IV). 


2. (Principle of “participation’’): “However, one finds many whitenesses that 
participate in whiteness” (ibid.). “However, every participant is composed of 
the participant and the participated, and the participant is in potency to the 
participated” (In VIII Phys., lect. 21, n. 1153)”. 


co es FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 35: “Ubi remanet unica opposita illa, 
scil. Inter essentiam possibilem et essentiam realem, inter quas — cum indicent duo 
‘status’ mutuo se excludentes — nulla realis vis et dialectica oppositio, sed solum 
conceptum”’. 

BG, FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 122-123: “S. Thomas et Thomistae 
qui eum  intellexerunt considerant factum  sicut signum (momentum 
phaenomenologicum) principii seu actus ontologici profundi actuantis ipsam 
essentiam quodque cum ipsa facit compositionem entis. Unde sicut actus formalis 
(forma substantialis) multiplicatur per potentiam realem in suo ordine (materia) 
quae realem cum ipsa facit compositionem, similiter quaecumque alia formalitas 
quae rationem actus habeat, sicut accidentia et ipsum esse seu actus essendi, non 
multiplicatur nisi per subjectum seu potentiam in qua recipitur’’. 

ae FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 123: “Nunc autem inveniuntur 
multae albedines diversae quae participant albedinem”’. 
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According to these principles: “Any form, then, is not multiplied unless 
insofar as it is participated, and participation cannot be had unless insofar as 
the act which is participated is received in a subject or participating potency, 
which multiplying the act itself, limits it and limiting it multiplies it”’>. The 
participant, then, always presupposes something anterior to it, which is per 
essentiam’®. Fabro holds that St. Thomas concludes that there is a twofold 
principle of multiplication: one according to potential multiplication, the 
other according to formal multiplication’’. Potential multiplication and 
limitation refers to the reception of the form in a subject, formal 
multiplication and limitation refers to the contraction of the genus into 
species and the species into individual subjects. Fabro explains: “The 
duplicity of the principle of multiplication is affirmed in the formal order. 
For this reason, it is very clear that the specific form is multiplied by the 
individual subject, and that the generic form is multiplied by the differences 
into diverse species. Nevertheless, both multiplications are really realized in 
potency, namely, by the subjective potency”’®. The division of the genus 
into species, whether this occurs in corporeal or spiritual beings, implies a 
real potency: 


” C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 123: “Quaecumque forma ergo non 
multiplicatur nisi prout participatur, ac participatio fiori nequit nisi in qt actus qui 
participatur recipitur in subjecto seu potentia participante quae actum ipsum 
multiplicando limitat et limitando muliplicat’. 

’° In Librum De Causis, lect. 32: “Semper enim participans praesupponit 
aliquid prius quod est per essentiam’”’. 

7” See C. FABRO, NS, 124. De spiritualibus creaturis, 1 ad 2: “Duplex est 
limitatio formae. Una quidem secundum quod forma speciei limitatur ad 
individuum, et talis limitatio formae est per materiam. Alia vero secundum quod 
forma generis limitatur ad naturam speciei; et talis limitatio formae non fit per 
materiam, sed per formam magis determinatam, a qua sumitur differentia; 
differentia enim addita super genus contrahit ipsum ad speciem’. Compendium 
Theologiae, ch. 15: “Duplex est modus quo aliqua forma potest multiplicari: unus 
per differentias, sicut forma generalis, ut color in diversas species coloris; alius per 
subiectum, sicut albedo. Omnis ergo forma quae non potest multiplicari per 
differentias, si non sit forma in subiecto existens, impossibile est quod 
multiplicetur, sicut albedo, si subsisteret sine subiecto, non esset nisi una tantum”’. 

8 C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 125-126: “Duplicitas principii 
multiplicationis affirmatur in ordine formali: tunc verissimum est formam 
specificam multiplicari per subjecta individua, formamque genericam multiplicari 
per differentias in species diversas. Realiter tamen utraque multiplicatio fit in 
potentia seu per poteniam subjectivam”’. 
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The genus which is divided or contracted into species, implies a limitation of 
itself in a genus of ens, whether in the corporeal or in the spiritual. 
Consequently, the species, insofar as it is already in act a limitation of the 
genus, should be called limited. Thus, any form or real species is limited and 
immediately multiplied in its genus and mediately, by means of the genus to 
the very ratio of ens”. 


In essence, Fabro is applying the Thomistic principle that act is not limited 
“by itself’ and is proposing that an act can be limited “in itself 80’ Here the 
Thomistic doctrine of the analogy of act is of utmost importance: 


This notion of ens, in its ultimate consideration, that of pure esse or the pure 
form of being, which is above (trans-) every genus and species, is shown as full 
and absolute act, pure act without potency. Thus, the other acts, which are 
particular and are considered as acts with respect to their own, immediate 
potencies, should be called potencies and said to be in potency with respect to 
the first act which is esse. For act and potency as well, are not one, unique 
notion, but are said analogically. St. Thomas solved this difficult problem by 
means of the real distinction of essence and esse in creature substances, 
whether corporeal or spiritual. Thus the saying of Aristotle is valid: “The act is 
what distinguishes”. Everything that is, is placed in a grade of being by its act, 
1.e., its form; be this a form received into matter or be this separated, and, for 
this reason, it is distinguished from another degree of being. This pertains to 
the affirmation and perfection of the act itself. But being multiplied is not so 
much a perfection as it is seen to be an imperfection; it implies a limitation®’. 


” C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 125-126: “Genus quod dividitur 
seu contrahitur per species limitationem sui importat in genere entis sive agatur de 
corporalibus sive de spiritualibus; a fortiori ipsa species in quantum jam est in actu 
limitatio generis, debet dici limitata. Ergo forma vel species quaecumque realis 
limitata est et multiplicat immediate genus suum, et mediate per genus ipsa 
rationem entis”’. 

*° This distinction between “limited by itself’ and “limited in itself’ will be 
made clear in his 1961 article on the determination of act (see Chapter Five, section 
1.1). 

ae Ov FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 126: “Quae ratio entis in sua ultima 
consideratione, scil. tol esse puri seu forma essendi, stans super (trans-) omnia 
genera et species, se ostendit actum plenum et absolutum, actum purum sine 
potentia. Alli propterea actus quicumque cum sint particulares et cum inter se 
considerentur actus per respectum ad proprias potentias immediatas, debet dici 
potentiae et in potentia per respectum ad primum actum quod est esse. Quia etiam 
actus et potencia non secundum unam rationem, sed analogice dicuntur. Hoc 
arduum problema solvit D. Thomas per distinctionem realem essentiae et esse in 
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To conclude, the logical and real limitations of an act or formality are 
as follows: “Limitation in the logical order or formal multiplication is made 
by a less common formality which relates like a species to a genus. In the 
real order, limitation introduces or supposes the real potency, which 
multiplies the act in the participants”®’. One last consideration comes to bear 
on our understanding of the real distinction: in Thomistic metaphysics, act 
has a real dialectical opposition to potency. This opposition may be formally 
considered as an opposition of relation or order, insofar as potency is said in 
reference fo act, and really considered as one of contradiction®’, 


ok ok ok 


In brief, this section on Book One of Fabro’s Metaphysica has: first, 
presented the beginning of philosophical admiration as the problem of 
movement, change and multiplicity; second, employed a phenomenological- 
reductive method in the dialectical reduction of accidents to substance; 
third, established the principle of the primacy of act over potency used in 
ulterior stages of metaphysics; fourth, addressed the problem of the 
constitution of the genus subiectum of metaphysics; fifth, distinguished 
between the formal multiplication-limitation proper to the species and genus 
and the real multiplication-limitation proper to the act and potency 
principles of created ens; and, lastly, outlined three principles of 
metaphysical reflection in the argument for the real composition of essence 
and esse in creatures: the principle of the priority of act; the principle of 
separated perfection and the principle of participation. 


substantis creatis sive corporalibus sive spiritualibus. Valet proinde Aristotelis 
effatum: ‘Actus est qui distinguit’. Quodcumque est, hoc ponitur in aliquo gradu 
entis per actum seu formam suam — sive forma sit recepta in materia sive sit 
separata — unde distinguitur ab alio gradu entis. Hoc pertinet ad affirmationem et ad 
perfectionem ipsius actus. Sed multiplicari non est tam perfectio quam potius 
videretur imperfectio; importat enim limitationem”’. 

7 OF FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 126: “Limitatio in ordine logico vel 
mulitplicatio formalis fit per formalitatem minus communem quae se habet sicut 
species ad genus. In ordine reali limitatio, quia importata multiplicationem realem, 
introducit seu supponit potentiam realem actus ipsum multiplicantum in 
participantibus”’. 

*8 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 127. 
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3.3 Book Two: The Constitution and Subsistence of Ens 


Continuing our examination of Metaphysica, we now turn to Book 
Two on “The Constitution and Subsistence of Ens”. The book is divided 
into five chapters and culminates in the proof of the real distinction between 
essence and esse according to the notion of participation. Although there are 
less methodological indications than in the previous sections, much may be 
gleaned from the way Fabro presents and solves the metaphysical problems 
that arise. 

Chapter One is entitled “On the Formal Structure of Substance” and is 
divided into four sections: 1) Metaphysical Interpretation of the Essence; 2) 
Metaphysical Constitution of the Essence; 3) Metaphysical Unity of the 
Essence; 4) Metaphysical Consistency of the Essence. The first section is 
important since it raises some of the fundamental problems that 
metaphysical reflection needs to resolve in its quest to understand ens qua 
ens. 

1) Metaphysical Interpretation of the Essence. Metaphysics, Fabro 
recalls, seeks to understand being and “determine” ens qua ens. According 
to Fabro, the central problem of Aristotle’s Metaphysics is that of the 
ontological determination of substance insofar as it is the principle mode of 
ens. In Book VII (Z), Aristotle distinguishes six modes of substance: a) 
quiddity (quod quid erat esse); b) the universal itself or genus; c) the subject 
or matter; d) the form; e) the synolon of matter and form; f) the subsistent 
singular by essence and substantial act of being. These six modes are 
reduced to two principal ones: a) “first substance”, substance as subject, as 
the subsistent singular (Peter) and b) “second substance”, the substantial 
essence, aS ontological constitutive of the first substance (man, rational 
animal)**. The other four determinations reduce to these as their constitutive 
principles, for either form (in Angels) or matter and form (in sensible 
things) constitute the essence of the substance in the individual; while genus 
and difference express the essence of the substance in the definition. 

In his two books on substance (Z-H), Aristotle seeks the foundations 
of substance in both the logical and ontological orders. Our experience tells 
us that the individual is a substance since it is the individual that is the 
subject in the logical order or in the ontological order. When in the “process 


** See In I Sent., d. 9, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1; In I Sent., d. 23, q. 1, a. 1; Summa 
contra Gentiles, IV, ch. 49; I, q. 29, a. 2; III, q. 2, a. 6 ad 3; De Potentia, q. 9, a. 1; 
Quodlibet. Il, q. 2, a. 2; Quodlibet. I, q. 2, a. 2 ad 1; In V Metaph., lect. 10, n. 
903-904; In VII Metaph., lect. 2, n. 1275; In X Metaph., lect. 3, n. 1979. 
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of resolution” we inquiry about what exists, we respond: “Socrates exists”. 
In other words, it is the individual that exists. At the same time, Socrates is 
and is called substance insofar as he has a human nature. “Humanity” in 
comparison to what is accidental in Socrates, is and is truly called substance 
(in the formal order); considered in relation to subsistence, “humanity” only 
subsists in Socrates, and therefore, it is Socrates that subsists. In this way, 
two problems arise that metaphysical reflection should solve: 


[1] “How do the species subsist and exist in the genus? or “What 
constitutes an essence in its mode of being?” 

[2] “How do the individuals subsist and exist in the species?” or “What 
constitutes the concrete subsistent being?” 


Fabro dedicates the rest of the chapter, as well as Chapters Two (The 
Relationship between Matter and Form) and Three (Observations on the 
Principle of Individuation) to the first problem; he dedicates Chapters Four 
and Five to the second problem, first from the angle of the suppositum and 
its formal, constitutive principle (nature-suppositum; esse-subsistence) and 
then from the angle of the composition of the subsisting being (essence- 
esse). 

2) Metaphysical Constitution of the Essence. Fabro begins his 
investigation of the constitution of the essence with a summary of some of 
the themes he dealt with more in-depth in NMP: 


An essence is expressed by means of the definition (6ptoydc). The definition is 
a composite word or oration since it includes an indeterminate notion (genus) 
and a determinate notion (difference). The genus “does not participate” in the 
difference and the difference is find outside the genus if both are considered 
formally; really, however, they appear united in an essence, for example, 
animality and rationality in humanity. For Aristotle, genus and difference are 
not, nor do they express, anything outside their species in such a way that the 
species in some way realizes the unity of both or expresses their ontological 
synthesis. Both the genus and the difference imply a certain formality even 
though this be in different degrees of determination or comprehension, while 
the species, something that quasi-coalesces from both principles, expresses the 


85 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 149-150: “a) Quomodo ergo 
in ipso genere, non genus sed eius species subsistunt et sunt? b) Quodmodo in ipsa 
specie, non ipsa species, sed eius individua vera subsistunt et sunt? — Aliis verbis: 
a) Quomodo constituitur aliqua essentia vel natura ut modus entis? b) Quomodo 
consitutitur ipsum concretum subsistens?” 
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essence in its absoluteness. Dialectically, the essence (humanity) seems [like] a 
third moment, but really it constitutes the first moment, namely, the position of 
reality which includes the two principles*®®. 


From a phenomenological point of view, however, that which exists or 
subsists is not the genus or species, but rather the individual. 
Metaphysically, that which is and subsists is the act. The degree of act 
corresponds to the degree of being; the purer a form is, the greater degree of 
act it has. The supreme and absolute form is the Ultimate and Pure Act. God 
and the separated intelligences are substances since they are pure forms. The 
other substances enter into composition in the definition, yet should be 
united in reality due to their being. This real unity is conferred by the form: 
“Although there are many genera above the species (animal, living being, 
body...), these formalities should be united in the unique reality of the 
species, otherwise Socrates would not be one, but multiple”*”, One could 
say that logically and physically the essence involves a twofold principle, 
while ontologically it is realized in one principle and reduces to one — the 
form*®. And it is the form that assures the unity of being. 

3) Metaphysical Unity of the Essence. This metaphysical examination 
of the essence, Fabro notes, embraces three moments: the 
phenomenological, the ontological and the logical-metaphysical. In this, the 


*° C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 150: “Essentia quaecumque 
exprimitur per definitionem (6ptoydc). Definitio est sermo vel oratio composita, 
constat enim ex notione indeterminata (genus) et ex notione determinante 
(differentia). Quamvis genus ‘non participet’ differentia et differentia sit extra 
genus si formaliter considerentur, realiter tamen uniuntur in una essentia ver. 
Animalitas et rationalitas in humanitate. Genus et differentiae sec. Aristotelem nihil 
sunt nec exprimunt extra species suas: sic species facit aliquomodo unitatem 
utriusque seu exprimit synthesim Ontologicam utriusque. Proinde tum genus tum 
differentia respiciunt aliquam formalitatem sed in diverso gradu determinationis 
seu comprehensionis, dum species exprimit essentiam simpliciter quasi coalescens 
ex utroque principio. Sic, quamvis dialectice essentia, vgr. humanitas videatur 
tertium momentum, realiter tamen constituit primum momentum, scil. positionem 
realitatis quae utrumque includit principium”’. 

*7 C, FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 151: “Si proinde supra speciem 
sint plura genera (animal, vivens, corpus...), hae formalitates uniri debent in unica 
speciei realitate secus Socrates non esser unum sed multa”. 

aan Ge FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 152: “Proinde posset quasi dici 
essentiam logice et phsyice duplici constare principio, dum ontologice in uno 
conflari et ad unum reduci”’. 
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metaphysical determination of ens is made possible insofar as it is 
accessible to the human mind which is limited by the senses. The plurality 
of phenomenic properties constitutes the manifestation of the essence which 
shows an opposition of active and passive principles — this is the 
phenomenological moment -, or shows principles that are determinable 
(quantitative properties) and determining (qualities) — this is the ontological 
moment. In turn, the properties indicate the unity of the essence in the 
duality of principles. This duality reappears in the logical-metaphysical 
consideration of the essence as in a third moment. In this way, phenomenic 
opposition is no longer examined, but rather one comes to the intrinsic 
duality of ens itself, namely, to its metaphysical limitation. All that is in a 
genus is limited insofar as it is enclosed in that genus. It is true that the 
definition has parts, yet the parts of the definition coincide really in one, 
unique reality which is the essence. There is only a distinction of reason 
between them. Now as the genus and difference are not synonyms, they are 
formally distinct, yet with a foundation in reality: they proportionally 
correspond to a twofold principle of the thing, one is potential, the other 
actual. The genus, which in the definition is the potential principle, 
corresponds to the real, potential principle, potency or prime matter, and the 
difference corresponds to the actual principle, form®’. 

In this way, the metaphysical unity of the essence and the consistency 
of ens in se is assured. If the definition has parts, genus and difference, these 
are united in the expression of a single formality, for example, humanity 
(the form of the whole). If the species is shown to be composite in its 
ontological determination, the principles or parts in this composition are 
subject as potency to act: the act, which gives being, also assures unity. This 
brings us back to the fundamental problem: although the essences are like 
numbers and thus consist in something indivisible, we can only understand 
them an express them according to a certain complexity and composition”. 

4) The Metaphysical Consistency of the Essence. Ens is said in many 
ways, but principally with respect to substance, to which all the other modes 
of being refer. Formally, the substance is the species (specific essence); 
really, substance is the individual or singular being”. Here a problem arises 
concerning the distinction between nature (or essence) and the individual. In 
this way, the problem of the metaphysical consistency of a corporeal 
substance appears like a dialectic: on the one hand, metaphysical 


* See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 154-155. 
”° See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 158. 
*! See In III De Anima, lect. 8, n. 705. 
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consistency depends on the matter or subject; on the other, it depends on the 
form which is the act of the substance. The essence is multiplied indefinitely 
in and subsists in the singular individuals; this brings up the question 
whether or not the principle of individuation for the species and for the 
individual are distinct. Formally, in a “metaphysical abstraction”, these 
essences are called forms and consist in something indivisible; really, these 
essences are composed of act and potency. In all this, “logical-metaphysical 
consideration is different from metaphysical-real consideration: the first 
deals with the mode of predicating, the second with the mode of existing”. 
The mode of existing pertains to the cause of the form in matter and 
supposes, extra essentiam, the act of being (esse). 

Chapter Two of Book Two is entitled: “On the Mutual Metaphysical 
Relationship between Matter and Form’. In Book VII (H) Aristotle 
considers and explains the structure of first substance according to form, 
matter and the synolon. Here the problem is that of substantial movement 
and multiplicity; it is resolved according to the real composition of matter 
and form”*. Matter and form are principles of the corporeal substance and 
relate to one another as potency and act. They unite immediately in the 
constitution of the essence and consolidate the unity of being. They are 
really distinct as potency and act, yet unite metaphysically in the ens in 


See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber primus, 163: “Proinde, quamvis 
formaliter et in abstractione metaphysica quaelibet species vel natura forma 
dicenda sit et in indivisibili constare, quapropter et ‘tO tl fv eivat uniuscuiusque 
idem esse videatur cum eo culus est’ tamen realiter quaedam essentiae in quantum 
tales componuntur ex actu et potentia, sicut sunt essentiae materiales. In his 
essentia multiplicatur indefinite per individua, ita qd non subsistit per seipsam nec 
in seipsa sed in singularibus individuis et per aliud. Unde quaestio erit de 
individuationis principio, cum species et individuum non coincidant, sed 
distinguantur. Alia ergo est consideratio logico-metaphysica et metaphysica-realis: 
prima respicit modum praedicandi, secunda modum existendi. [...] Hoc enim 
pertinet ad causam formae in materia, et extra essentiam, quae ex his resultat, 
supponitur esse”. See In VII Metaph., lect. 17, n. 1658: “Logicus enim considerat 
modum praedicandi, et non existentiam rei. Unde quicquid respondetur ad quid est, 
dicit pertinere ad quod quid est; sive illud sit intrinsecum, ut materia et forma; sive 
sit extrinsecum, ut agens et finis. Sed philosophus qui existentiam quaerit rerum, 
finem vel agentem, cum sint extrinseca, non comprehendit sub quod quid erat 
esse”. 

> See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 165: “Sic interpretando 
earum structuram secundum realem compositionem acts et potentiae solvit 
problema motus et multiplicitatis substantialis”. 
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which they are found such that matter is “formata” and form is “materiata’. 
On the one hand, matter numerically multiplies the form; on the other, one 
can say that the form specifically distinguishes matter, bringing it to 
structures and organizations apt for the operations of the substances in its 
proper order ”*. 

Prime matter, form and the composite each are prior in some order: 
prime matter is first in the physical order insofar as it is first subject; the 
composite is first in the order of existence for the existence of bodies results 
from the real union of matter and form; form is first in the metaphysical 
order since it is first act and everything that comes to the ens as an actuality 
comes by the form and by reason of the form. Thus, the principle “forma est 
causa essendi” means that the form ontologically determines the essence 
and distinguishes it in the real order. In this sense, the form, then, is said to 
give esse to the composite or communicate “formal act”. The entitative act 
(actus essendi) comes to the composite insofar as the essence has been 
actuated by the form and insofar as the form is the cause and measure of the 
perfection of the essence and, for this reason, of the perfection of the act of 
being, which is always had in proportion to the essence in which it is 
received”, 

Chapter Three deals with the principle of individuation. Phenomeno- 
logically, the relationship between the individual and the species reveals 
three things: first, in nature, the species is really multiplied by the 
individuals; second, the species is singularized by the individuals; third, the 
species subsists in the individuals. The first two deal with individuation as 
such and each refer to a different aspect of it, the third indicates the 
subsistence of the individual substance and will be treated in Chapter Four 
on the structure of concrete being. The first, then, refers to the multiplication 
or division of the essence in the individuals; the second to the 
singularization or ulterior determination of the essence”®, 

The pluralization or multiplication of the species in individuals stems 
from the substantial potency or ultimate subject which is the foundation of 
divisibility. Potency in the order of material substances is prime matter. 
When the species as such is subsistent, species and individual formally 
coincide, for the species is pure form. When the species as such is not 
subsistent, but rather that, in order to subsist, is multiplied in individuals, the 
cause of the multiplication cannot be the form, which in se is act and does 


** See In VII Metaph., lect. 11, n. 1531-1532; I, q. 85, a. 1 ad 2. 
°° See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 170-171. 
© See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 181. 
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not admit division, but rather that the form is multiplied by the subjective 
potency in which it is received: matter. Formal multiplication is had when 
the genus is multiplied by the differences in diverse species according to 
formal contrarieties; material multiplication when one same form is 
multiplied in individuals by matter according to contrarieties which remain 
in the sphere of the species’. 

According to Fabro, the species of corporeal beings is individuated 
and multiplied necessarily in singulars since: first, it cannot subsist in itself, 
alone or in abstract, for it needs matter; and, second, its essence cannot, as it 
is apprehended in abstract, embrace all the real perfections that really 
belong to it, since many imply contrariety, be it on behalf of matter or of the 
form. Thus, there is a participation of the species in the individuals. This is 
not merely a numeric multiplication, but rather a realization of the plenitude 
of the perfection of species, which is understood in the essence but yet 
cannot be actualized or realized except through a multiplicity and diversity 
of real — not just material — individuals. The form then is multiplied by 
means of matter; yet individuals cannot arises from matter which is pure 
potency. There are individual properties and perfections: Where, then, does 
individual diversity come from? Can real diversity arise from matter, which 
is pure potency? St. Thomas responds that: “Just as the diversity of the form 
produces a different species, the diversity of individual matter produces 
different individuals””’. Thus, a very important distinction is made between 
matter which is part of the species and individual matter, which is part of 
the individual. The problem, however, is not completely resolved: for 
although it is certain that individual matter constitutes individuation, matter 
“which is pure potency” is made individual. And this is originally not so, 
but is much such. This comes to it from another and results from its union 
with another”. 

There are a matter and form that are common to the natural species 
and there are another matter and form that are individual which constitute a 
nature in an individual. In the first synthesis (common form and common 
matter), the pluralization of the form is attributed to matter; in the second 
synthesis or moment of individualization, matter impedes that the form is 
communicated to something else. Thus, the form, considered under the 


*7 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 181-182. 

8 In X Metaph., \ect. 11, n. 2132: “Et ita, sicut diversitas formae facit 
differentiam specierum, ita diversitas materiae individualis facit differentiam 
individuorum”’. 

” See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 189. 
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aspect of common matter is intrinsically or essentially communicable; under 
that of individual matter it is absolutely incommunicable. “Individual” 
primarily and per se means non-divided or non-divisible. Natural essences 
or forms, insofar as they are under common, sensible matter, are still 
intelligible (first degree of abstraction); when they are found in individual 
matter they escape the capacity of our intellect and we cannot grasp them 
except in sensible perception. The reason is because individuation depends 
on matter taken in the concrete and not in abstract, and matter in se, as pure 
potency, is “unknowable”!”’. 

The metaphysical passage, so to speak, from common matter, which 
enters into the definition, to individual matter, which exists in the concrete, 
is understood insofar as the matter actualizes its potentiality in its limitation 
of the form, bringing the universality of the form to its own limitation. 
Matter, however, realizes this in the form insofar as it is under the 
dimensions of quantity, insofar as it is marked by quantity (quantitate 
signata)'°'. What the individual adds to the essence and what is outside the 
essence of the thing, is the mark (signatio) of matter. “The ‘marking of 
matter’ has the function of limiting matter in some fashion under a sensible 
form, or of limiting the actuality of the form in proportion to a portion of 
matter”’”’. The primary function of quantity is that of concretely 
determining a part of matter so that the form of a species can be received 
and individuated. Second, the quantity actuates, so to speak, that radical 
capacity proper to matter of multiplying or participating the species in the 
individuals. Since quantity has dimensions per se, it individuates per se; for 
dimensions determine the position of a thing, and by these dimensions one 
understands the divisibility and participation of the substance or of the form 
and essence’. In synthesis: 1) The form obtains radical multiplicability 


100 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 190. 

‘0! See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 190: “Transitus 
metaphysicus, si fas est loqui, a materia communi (= pars definitionis!) ad 
materiam individualem in concreto existentem, intelligitur in quantum materia 
actualizat seu potius explicitat in realitate suam potentialitate limitando ipsam 
formam, trahendo scil. ad propriam limitationem universalitatem formae. Hoc 
autem, secundum Angelicum materia facit in forma in quantum  substat 
dimensionibus quantitatis, seu prout est quantitate signata. 

2G, FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 191: “Signatio materiae munus 
habet ergo limitandi aliquomodo et materiam sub una forma sensibili, seu limitandi 
actualitatem potentiae sec. proportionem ad unam portionem materiae”’. 

' See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 192-193. See also Summa 
contra Gentiles, IV, ch. 65. 
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insofar as it is united to matter. 2) Matter, insofar as it is subject to real 
quantity or dimensions, is converted into the first subject that individuates 
the form. 3) Quantity individuates per se, insofar as it essentially includes 
“the position of parts in a place’; quantity is what has position. 

Thus, it is by dimensive quantity — an accident that follows substance 
or natural essence by reason of matter — that the essence is individuated and 
made the subject of the accidents that follow, which, in turn, immediately 
and directly adhere to quantity and participate in some way in its 
dimensions. In the individuation of the corporeal substance there is a 
threefold convergence: 


[1] matter, which by its potentiality is the first non-receptive subject 
and makes the participation of the species and form possible; 

[2] dimensive quantity (indeterminate dimensions), in virtue of which it 
is necessary that a body is numerically distinguished from another 
according to sitio; 

[3] substantial form, inasmuch as it confers the degree of corporeality 
to matter and constitutes the body itself in its substantiality, from 
which emanate the accidents proper to the indeterminate 
dimensions. 


Thus, the formula: “Principium individuationis est materia  signata 
quantitate: signatur autem materia per hoc quod subest corporeitati et 
dimensionibus interminatis” 

Chapter Four concerns “The Suppositum: Finite Subsistence”. In the 
chapter, Fabro notably departs from the pedagogical development of his 
argument as he anticipates the theorem of the real distinction between 
essence and esse in finite beings. He does this because he wants to continue 
the discourse on essence and deal with the problem of the constitution of the 
“singular being” (constitutionem singularis). This problem, however, has 
two sides to it: one which regards the essence — how is the essence of the 
species individualized (principle of individuation); the other which regards 
esse — what is it that makes the singular individual “subsistent” (principle of 
subsistence)'°’. The theme, then, is only able to be dealt with adequately in 


'* C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 199-200. 

a FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 211: “In problemate circa 
constitutionem singularis duo tamen sunt momenta: aliud ex parte essentiae, 
quomodo scilicet essentia speciei fit individua (principium individuationis), — aliud 
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the light of the real distinction between essence and esse in all finite 
beings '”°. 

In his argument, Fabro begins by summarizing some of the most 
important points about substance. First, substance principally indicates the 
suppositum or complete existing singular being; it also indicates the nature 
or essence (the former in a formal sense, the latter in a real sense). Second, 
substance, as it is known by us, includes two aspects: substare (with respect 
to accidents) and subsistere (with respect to the act of being). As a subject, 
substance should be taken according to its ultimate formal determination (in 
the order of essence); subsistence, however, refers to its ultimate ontological 
determination (in the order of being), for “to subsist” is the “act” of the 
substance’””. It is through its subsistere, that the substance has its principle 
of operation (operari sequitur esse). Operations, then, are not attributed to 
the essential principles or to the faculties, but rather to the subsistent being 
(actiones sunt suppositorum et individuorum). 

With this premise, Fabro contrasts God’s simplicity with the finite 
being’s composition: God subsists simpliciter though the fullness of his 
esse; in all other finite subsistent beings we come across three “elements”: 
essence, accidents and esse. In these beings, their nature is neither 
immediately existent nor in operation, since they are by participated esse 
and operate by accidents'”*. In order to understand the existent, we need to 


ex parte ipsius esse; quomodo scil. vel quid est per quod singulare habet qd sit 
“‘subsistens’ (principium subsistentiae)”. 

'© Rarlier Fabro alluded to the distinction between nature and suppositum as 
“added” to that between essence and esse (Liber primus, 114). In this chapter he 
affirms that it is a “corollorarium distinctionis inter essentiam et esse” (Liber 
secundus, 216). 

'07 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 212: “Sec. qd sustare habet, 
substantia in sua ultima determinatione formali est dicenda, unde sicuti ultimo 
determinata in linea essentiae ponenda est”; and 213-214: “Proinde ad hoc ut 
intelligatur existens, seu subsistens et capax operandi, oportet illam intelligere in 
sua ultima determinatione ontologica, quam _ subsistentiam (participatam) 
vocamus’”’. 

108 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 213: “In subsistente finito 
tria inveniuntur: essentia, accidentia et esse. Deus, qui est ipsum esse subsistens, 
seu ‘esse separatum’, subsistit absolute per simplicem plenitudinem ipsius esse. 
Cetera omnia, sive spritiualia sive corporalia, accidentia important; materialia 
insuper includunt principia indiviuantia. In omnibus ergo entibus per 
participationem, natura non est immediate nec existens nec operans: existit enim 
per esse participatum et operatur per accidentia’’. 
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understand it in its ultimate ontological determination which we call 
(participated) “subsistence”. Thus, we need to understand both 
relationships: 1) between essence (nature) and suppositum; and 2) between 
esse and subsistentia. 

With regard to the first relationship, it is argued that nature and 
suppositum are distinct in finite subsistent beings: 


Now in certain subsisting things we happen to find what does not belong to 
the notion of the species, viz. accidents and individuating principles, which 
appears chiefly in such as are composed of matter and form. Hence in such as 
these the nature and the suppositum really differ; not indeed as if they were 
wholly separate, but because the suppositum includes the nature, and in 
addition certain other things outside the notion of the species. Hence the 
suppositum is taken to be a whole which has the nature as its formal part to 


perfect it! 


In Quodlibetales, Il, q. 2, a. 2, St. Thomas clearly affirms the distinction 
between nature and suppositum in spiritual creatures as well: 


Only in God, however, no accident is found outside his essence because his 
esse is his essence. And therefore in God suppositum and nature are entirely 
identical. But in an angel they are not entirely identical because something 
outside what belongs to the intelligible structure of its species is accidental to 
it, both because the very esse of an angel is outside its essence or nature, and 
some other characteristics which belong entirely to the suppositum are 
accidental to it but not to the nature!'®. 


' TI, q. 2, a. 2: “Contingit autem in quibusdam rebus subsistentibus inveniri 
aliquid quod non pertinet ad rationem speciei, scilicet accidentia et principia 
individuantia, sicut maxime apparet in his quae sunt ex materia et forma composita. 
Et ideo in talibus etiam secundum rem differt natura et suppositum, non quasi 
omnino aliqua separata, sed quia in supposito includitur ipsa natura speciei, et 
superadduntur quaedam alia quae sunt praeter rationem speciei. Unde suppositum 
significatur ut totum, habens naturam sicut partem formalem et perfectivam sui”. 

'° Quodlibet. II, q. 2, a. 2: “In solo autem Deo non invenitur aliquod 
accidens praeter eius essentiam, quia suum esse est sua essentia, ut dictum est; et 
ideo in Deo est omnino idem suppositum et natura. In Angelo autem non est 
omnino idem: quia aliquid accidit ei praeter id quod est de ratione suae speciei: 
quia et ipsum esse Angeli est praeter eius essentiam seu naturam; et alia quaedam 
ei accidunt quae omnino pertinent ad suppositum, non autem ad naturam’”’. 
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With regard to the relationship between subsistence and esse, there are 
diverse opinions. Fabro groups them into three: 1) The first opinion is that 
of Cajetan who holds that subsistence is a kind of substantial “modus” 
which confers to nature — in the order of essence — the ultimate 
determination by which it is made capable of existing. It is something 
intermediary between the individual nature and the act of being. Silvester de 
Ferrara, Domingo Bajfiez, John of St. Thomas and the greater part of neo- 
Thomists follow this opinion. 2) Suarez, for his part, holds that there is a 
real distinction between subsistence and existence, since he really identifies 
essence and esse, saying that subsistence follows esse and grants it the 
ultimate determination: Suarez, then, holds the reverse of Cajetan. 3) The 
other opinion is attributed to John Capreolus, who holds that subsistence in 
created things is not totally distinct from being (esse) or the act of being 
(actus essendi), but that through esse, it is primarily and principally or 
actually constituted. The substance subsists per its substantial esse and it is 
though this esse that everything that is added to the substance and that 
ulteriorly completes it or determines it subsists'!'. 

Fabro agrees with the third position and holds it is a corollary of the 
distinction between essence and the act of being. In this opinion, Fabro 
concludes, esse or actus essendi should be taken strictly in its ontological 
meaning, i.e., as the ultimate act of all acts (and not, for example, as formal 
esse). Just as God subsists by his pure esse, creatures subsist by their 
participated esse in composition with essence. Consequently, created esse 
supposes essence and accidents, which are “outside” of it. Further, every 
substantial [created] esse “demands a subject with an ultimate determination 
in the formal line: this ultimate determination is nothing other than the 
individuation itself taken concretely with the real accidents, be these of the 
species or of the individual, all of which immediately constitutes the 
ultimate potency next to esse, whose actus simpliciter is participated esse 
itself” ~. 


"I See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 215: “Alia, et antiquior 
position, tribuitur Capreolo et docet subsistentiam in creatis ab ipso esse, seu 
essendi actu, prorsus non distingui, sed ab illo primo et principaliter seu actualiter 
constitui. Substantia enim per suum substantiale esse subsistit et per illud omnia 
quae ei accident et illam complent vel ulterius determinant”. 

"2 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 216: “Unde unumquodque 
esse substantiale exigit subjectum ultimo terminatum in linea formali: haec ultima 
terminatio, nihil aliud est quam ipsa individuatio concrete sumpta eum accidentibus 
realibus sive speciei sive individui, quae omnia ultimam potentiam proximam ad 


383 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


Chapter Five deals with the Thomistic argument for the real 
distinction according to the notion of participation. This is the first text in 
which Fabro explicitly outlines the argument of the real distinction 
according to three principles. Fabro restates the goal of metaphysics and 
outlines Aristotle’s division of the meanings of ens-esse: “We seek the 
ultimate principles of ens qua ens, those by which ens is and subsists in the 
nature of things and as such and per se is placed in act”. In Aristotle, ens is 
said in many ways, but principally of the substance: esse, though, is said in 
two ways: 1) logical or intentional esse (that which is in the mind); 2) real 
esse (as divided by the ten predicaments)'!?, According to Fabro, Aristotle 
stops here at the formal consideration of things and did not go further and 


esse immediate consituunt, cuius actus simpliciter est ipsum esse participatum”. As 
a confirmation of his interpretation, Fabro offers three examples of how it agrees 
with the principles of Thomism: 1) Just as the esse of the accidents is an inesse, the 
being of the substances is subsistere. This is nothing other than the substantial act 
of being, or the act of being of the substance itself. The act of being and the 
individualized essence constitute ens simpliciter, placing some medium between 
them would cause a rupture in Thomistic metaphysics. 2) According to this 
interpretation, nothing is lacking to the humanity of Christ in the line of essence, 
and thus, it can be assumed integrally by the Person of the Word in which subsists 
by divine esse. 3) The suppositum is the total principle (quod) of both esse and 
operation; nature is the formal principle (quo): “Esse et operari est personae a 
natura, aliter tamen et aliter. Nam esse pertinet ad ipsam constitutionem personae, 
et sic quantum ad hoc se habet in ratione termini. Et ideo unitas personae requirit 
unitatem ipsius esse completi et personalis. Sed operatio est quidam effectus 
personae secundum aliquam formam vel naturam” (III, q. 19, a. 1 ad 4). Fabro also 
mentions a text of St. Thomas that seems to create a difficulty for his 
interpretation; namely Questio De Unione Verbi Incarnati, a. 4, in which St. 
Thomas apparently attributes a twofold esse to Christ: one that is principal (esse 
divinum) and other that is secondary (according to his human nature) . 
Nevertheless, the difficulty is only apparent: in the response to the objection that 
follows (ad 1), St. Thomas denies that Christ had a twofold esse. Therefore, esse 
according to human nature does not pertain to the suppositum, nor does it mean 
actus essendi, unless this be in a logical (“is”) or existential sense (esse-in-actu). 

3 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 219: “Quaerimus ultima 
principia entis in qt ens, quibus scil. ens quodvis est et subsistit in rerum natura 
atque in actu prima et per se ponitur. Apud Arist., prout novimus, ens multipliciter 
diciter sed praecipue de substantia: esse autem dupliciter, scil. 1) ‘sec. quod res 
sunt in mente’ et tunc est esse intentionale vel logicum (II intentio), et 2) “sec. quod 
dividuntur per decem praedicamenta’ et tunc est esse reale. Primo significat 
compositionem logicam, secundo realem’”’. 
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expressly consider the origin of things and their dependence in the order of 
efficient and formal cause. 

St. Thomas’s notion of esse is much more complete and distinguishes 
three meanings (formally): 1) Esse means the quiddity or nature of the 
thing; 2) Esse means actus essendi; 3) Esse means the truth of the 
composition in propositions inasmuch as “‘is” acts as copula (cf. In I Sent., d. 
33, q. 1. a. 1 ad 1). The innovation is found in the second sense: esse as act 
of being or act of the essence''*, Fabro argues that the greater part of the 
Scholastics used the Aristotelian notion of esse and identified it with 
essence and the real or realized form or with existentia in its 
phenomenological meaning. Such a position leads to an identification of the 
finite essence with its finite act of being, just as in God there is an identity 
of infinite essence with the infinite act of being; in this way, the ultimate 
metaphysical distinction between the finite and the infinite is that the latter 
is cause and the former is effect!!>. St. Thomas, on the contrary, based 
himself to some degree on Boethius, Avicenna and De Causis, who posited 
a certain distinction between the ultimate principles of finite ens: 
“Nevertheless, the Thomistic position indicates an original progress for: 1) 
Whereas Avicenna turned esse into an accident, St. Thomas holds that it is 
substantial act (Quodlibet. XII, q. 5, a. 1). 2) Whereas Boethius uses vague 
terminology, St. Thomas wisely reduces it to the metaphysical composition 
of act and potency in the line of being”’’®. 

The problem of the real distinction is often presented most clearly in 
St. Thomas’s works when he considers the problem of the limitation proper 
to purely intellectual substances. Appealing to a distinction between 
substance and accident is not enough, since this deficiency in the order of 
operation presupposes a much more profound deficiency in the order of 


4 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 219-220. Fabro notes that 
esse should in no way be confused with existentia, which expresses a real fact 
insofar as something is placed in space and time in a determinate way. Existence is 
a certain determination of the logical-phenomenological order and is founded on 
these three fundamental modes of esse. It is better to prescind from it in the strictly 
ontological sphere. In effect, not only substances enjoy “existentia’, but also 
accidents, abstract formalities, privations and negations. 

''S C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 220-221. 

aaa Ge FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 222: “Attamen positio 
thomistica progressum indicat originalem quia: 1. Dum Avicenna esse accidens 
facit, S. D. ut actum substantialem ponit (Quodlibet. XII, q. 5). 2. Dum Boethius 
terminologiam vagam relinquit, S. D. eam ad compositionem metaphysicam actus 
et potentiae in linea entia sapienter reducit”. 
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being, and a corresponding composition of act and potency in the 
ontological order. St. Thomas developed this solution by means of two 
principles, which Fabro calls the “cardines metaphysicae thomisticae”: 


1) The principle or notion of actus essendi as act of all acts and perfections 
themselves. 

2) The principle of “separated perfection” which must be one and absolute. 
These two principles are elaborated in a central argument with the aid of the 


‘ Ree 7 117 
notion of participation "’. 


Invoking the principle of separated perfection implies the proof of the 
existence of God (according to the Fourth Way). In the next section entitled, 
“argument from the notion of participation”, Fabro explains the role of both 
principles and the notion of participation. 

1) The absolute, ontological pre-eminence of the act of being: Esse is 
the act of all acts and forms. Fabro explains this according to the 
conclusions of the real resolution of act and the formal resolution of 
perfection. 1) Among all perfections, ipsum esse is like an act by which any 
other perfection is placed in reality. For this reason, esse is called actus 
ultimus (cf. I, q. 4, a. 1 ad 3). 2) Among all perfections, ipsum esse is the 
most perfect as act and, consequently, in an intensive sense: every perfection 
is such insofar as it is a certain participation of esse, which if found in a 
pure state expresses the plenitude of all perfections. Therefore, ipsum esse, 
constitutes the supreme reduction in the ontological order and the point of 
derivation of all acts and forms (cf. I, q. 4, a. 2 and In V De Div. Nom., lect. 
1)”. 

2) The principle of separated perfection. Fabro expounds this 
principle as follows: 


seo FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 226: “a) Principium seu notio 
‘actus essendi’ voluti actus omnium actuum et ipsarum perfectionum. b) 
Principium ‘perfectionis separatae’ quae nonnisi una et absoluta esse potest. Haec 
duo principia elaborantur in uno argumento centrali ope notionis participationis”’. 

an OF FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 227: “1. Omnium perfectionum 
ipsum esse comparari ut actus per quem quaelibet perfectio in realitate ponitur et 
consistit: unde esse dicitur actus ultimus. [...] 2. Omnium perfectionum ipsum esse 
videtur perfectissimum non solum sensu actualitatis sed, vel consequenter, sensu 
intensivo: quaecumque perfectio talis est in qt participationem quamdam dicit 
ipsius esse, qd si purum invenitur (vgr. in Deo) plenitudinem dicit omnium 
perfectionum. Unde ipsum esse constituit reductionem supremam in ordine 
ontologico et punctum derivationis omnium actuum et formarum”’. 
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This principle is founded on the notion of act itself and expresses its ultimate 
“emergence” over form and also over any potency. Act is something ultimate in 
its genus and, therefore, also unique, because every act is defined and exists by 
the presence and possession of itself. Thus, everything that is act “per 
essentiam” does not depend on another in its order, nor needs to being or form 
a composite with another, but rather is and consists in itself. Thus, only one 
Pure Act exists, which is pure Esse: God. [...] Consequently, the remaining 
things after this one, first and simple, are not such per essentiam but only per 
participationem, insofar as they receive that perfection in some potentiality to 
which that perfection per se is limited and in which, in some way, falls from its 
metaphysical purity'!”. 


Fabro will develop this later in his 1954 article on the Fourth Way. 

3) The fundamental argument from participation. One of the most 
complete texts is found in Quodlibet., Il, q. 2, a. 1, on whether or not the 
angel is composed of essence and esse. St. Thomas first distinguishes a 
twofold predication: one per essentiam, another per participationem. Then, 
he distinguishes a twofold participation: one predicamental, another 
transcendental. Predication by participation always implies a_ real 
composition in that which participates, yet in a different way in 
predicamental and transcendental participations’. Fabro concludes by 


aaa G8 FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 228-229: “Hoc principium 
fundatur in ipsa notione actus et exprimit ultimam eius ‘emergentiam’ super 
formam, necnon supra potentiam quam libet. Actus est ultimum quid in suo genere, 
unde et unicum: definitur enim et stat quilibet actus per praesentiam et 
possessionem suimet. Unde omne quod est “per suam essentiam’ actus nec ab alio 
dependet in suo ordine nec cum alio indiget esse vel componi, sed in seipso est 
atque consistit. Poinde non existit nisi unus Actus purus, qui est Esse purum, 
ipsemet Deus [...]. Caetera ergo, post hoc unum, primum et simplex, non sunt talia 
per essentiam, sed per participationem, in qt scil. recipiunt illam perfectionem in 
aliqua potentialitate ad quam talis perfectio per se limitatur et in qua aliquomodi 
cadit a sua metaphysica puritate: “Omne igitur qd est post primum ens: sum non sit 
suum esse, habet esse in aliquo receptum, per quod ipsum esse contrahitur’ (l.c.)”. 

' Quodlibet. Il, q. 2, a. 1: “Sed sciendum est, quod aliquid participatur 
dupliciter. Uno modo quasi existens de substantia participantis, sicut genus 
participatur a specie. Hoc autem modo esse non participatur a creatura. Id enim est 
de substantia rei quod cadit in eius definitione. Ens autem non ponitur in 
definitione creaturae, quia nec est genus nec differentia. Unde participatur sicut 
aliquid non existens de essentia rei; et ideo alia quaestio est an est et quid est. 
Unde, cum omne quod est praeter essentiam rei, dicatur accidens; esse quod 
pertinet ad quaestionem an est, est accidens”. In my opinion, the distinction 
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restating the argument in a syllogistic form as previously found in his book, 
NMP: 


Every creature is said (to be) ens per participationem. But it is necessary that it 
be divided into participant and participated, such that every participant is 
composed of participant and participated as of potency and act. 


Therefore, every creature is really composed of act and potency in the line of 
ens which is of participated and participant: participant meaning the essence or 
suppositum, and that which is participated ipsum esse or actus essendi'”'. 


The major premise, Fabro argues, is evident since everything is finite, either 
in its order or in relation to ipsum esse, since it is a determined thing and 
does not contain the plenitude of being. The minor premise is also evident: 
Just as in the predicamental order, there is a participation in the line of 
substance between subject and accident according to a real composition, and 
in the line of essence there is a composition of form which is participated 
and of participating matter; in a similar way there is a participation in the 
line of ens, since esse means absolute pre-eminence over essence”. 


predicamental / transcendental is not found explicitly in the text since the 
participation of a subject in its accidents (which are praeter essentiam) would fall 
in the second category and not the first. 

ea Ge FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 231: “Omnis creatura dicitur ens 
per participationem. Sed oportet quod dividatur in participans et participatum ita 
quod omne participans componatur ex participante et participato, tamquam ex 
potentia et actu. Ergo omnis creatura componitur realiter ex actu et potentia in 
linea entis quod est ex participato et participante: participans dicitur essentia vel 
suppositum, et quod est participatum ipsum esse seu actus essendi”. 

'2 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber secundus, 231-232: “Ad Major. Patet 
quia unaquaeque res in se est finita vel in suo ordine, vel relate ad ipsum esse, ex 
eo qd est talis et talis, et non capit totam plenitudinem entis [...]. Minos etiam patet. 
Sicut in ordine praedicamentali fit participatio in linea substantiae ex subjecto et 
accidente sec. compositionem realem..., et in linea essentiae ex forma quae 
participatur et ex materia participante. Simililter in linea entis: immo a fortiori, cum 
esse seu actus essendi absolutam dicat eminentiam super essentiam’. See C. 
FABRO, NMP, 235. There are slight differences between the two texts: “Ad Maior — 
patet, quia unaquaeque substantia creata in se est finita vel in suo ordine, vel saltem 
relate ad ipsum esse, ex eo quod est talis et talis, et non capit totam plenitudinem 
entis [...]. “Similiter, et a fortiori, in ordine trascendentali ipsius entis ex actu tod 
esse quod participatur, et ex potentia participante quae est ipsa essentia vel 
suppositum”’. 
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The real distinction between essence and esse should be understood as 
one between potency and act in the real order. Fabro argues that it was 
thanks to the notion of participation that St. Thomas discovered the two 
principles of finite being, and only afterwards interpreted these principles by 
means of the principles of act and potency. The composition of essence and 
esse differs from that of matter and form: 1) the essence in se is and means 
act, and only is called potency with respect to esse; 2) matter and form can 
separate from one another, while essence and esse are inseparable (in 
spiritual substances)’; 3) matter participates in esse in a mediate way 
through the form, while the essence of the spiritual substance (and the 
human soul) participate immediately in it and retain it. 


3.4 Book Three: Causality 


I will limit the examination of Book Three, “De causis’’, to the nature 
of causal participation. In the chapter on the “Causes in General’, Fabro 
states that the problem of ens is resolved (absolvitur) into the problem of 
causality; for, “cause” is a principle that really influences the becoming or 
being of things’. As a principle of becoming and being, cause may be 
divided into four species: material, formal, efficient and final. Aristotle 
determined this order and number of the causes from his analysis of 
movement and change, thus he considered the form as immanent (against 
Plato). The transcendence of the form returned later in Christian speculation 
on creation, yet in a manner distinct from Plato — as a formal-extrinsic 
cause’. The consideration of causes does not depart from the itinerary of 
metaphysics since it is identical to the investigation ens. In fact, the 
investigation of ens is completed in the causal explanation of ens: “The 
consideration of the causes is the investigation of ens itself according to its 


'3 Rabro is alluding to the way spiritual forms “have” esse and subsist, in 


contrast to non-spiritual beings, whose esse is dependent on the composition of 
matter and form. 

4 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 1: “Causa proinde potest dici 
principium influens realiter in rerum fieri vel esse. In causae problemate absolvitur 
proinde problema entis”. See In V Metaph., lect. 1, n. 751: “Nomen causae 
importat influxum quemdam ad esse causati”’. 

5 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 3: “Ordinem ac causarum 
numerum Aristoteles determinat ex analysi motus et mutationis; proinde forma est 
immanens, contra Platonem. Transcendentia formae redit cum creationismo 
christiano, alia tamen a Platonis (causa formalis extrinseca)’. 
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principles and its becoming: therefore, speculation principally concerns the 
substance, insofar as it is ens and it is the principle and end of ens. Thus the 
consideration of ens is situated on the doctrine of substance and is 
completed in its causal explanation’!”°. Although the causes mutually refer 
to one another, “this mutual causality is not completely circular and 
indefinite, but rather produces an order and a certain reduction to ultimate 
principles” ’?”. Final causality manifests the dialectical connection of the 
causes: “Finis qui est prior in intentione, est ultimus in executione”'”*® 


Now in causing, goodness and the end come first, both of which move the 
agent; secondly, the action of the agent moving to the form; thirdly, comes the 
form. Hence in that which is caused the converse ought to take place, so that 
there should be first, the form whereby it is ens; secondly, we consider in it its 
effective power, whereby it is perfect in esse, [...]; thirdly, there follows the 
notion of good, by which is the perfection in ens is founded'”. 


Insofar as the end is first in the order of causes, Aristotelianism can 
definitely be called “teleological”. As such, Aristotle sustains that the first 
causes are intelligent and act through the intellect. God understands and 
loves himself and all is attracted to him by desire; on him all things depend, 
both heaven and nature!*”. Although, as Fabro notes, this ultimate reduction 
of causes doesn’t come to the theological concept of creation, Aristotelian 
philosophy (with regard to the notion of causality) is not completely foreign 


eae Gs FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 3: “Consideratio causarum est 
ipsius entis indagatio secundum principia et fieri eius: ergo est de substantia 
maxime speculatio in quantum ens est et entis principium ac finis. Proinde 
consideratio entis in doctrina substantiae statuitur et in explicatione causali 
completur”. 

ae GA FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 3: “Haec tamen mutua causalitas 
non circulariter omnino vel indefinite sed cum ordine et reductione quadam ad 
ultima principia producitur”’. 

"8 In IV Sent., d. 14, q. 1, a. 2 ad 3. 

ses I, q. 5, a. 4: “In causando autem, primum invenitur bonum et finis, qui 
movet efficientem; secundo, actio efficientis, movens ad formam; tertio advenit 
forma. Unde e converso esse oportet in causato, quod primum sit ipsa forma, per 
quam est ens; secundo consideratur in ea virtus effectiva, secundum quod est 
perfectum in esse [...]; tertio consequitur ratio boni, per quam in ente perfectio 
fundatur”. 

3° See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 21. See ARISTOTLE, 
Metaphysics, A, 7, 1072b 3; ibid., a 14. 
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to such a concept. In a very fitting way, St. Thomas integrated Aristotle’s 
conception by means of the notion of participation: inasmuch as causality is 
participation, one understands esse as an effect derived from the cause'*), 

Fabro takes up the theme of causal participation in Chapter Two, 
returning to the theme of his 1936 article and the participation formulation 
of the principle of causality. Once again Fabro argues that for the principle 
to be reduced to a per se nota proposition, the formula of this proposition 
should be universally valid; namely: 1) that the formula can be applied to all 
things that are “caused” or should be called “effects”; 2) that the relation of 
causal dependence immediately appears in the formula'**. Fabro examines 
once again the six principal formulas contained in his 1936 article. Here, we 
will only consider the last two, the composition formula and that of 
participation, insofar as they come to bear on the method and structure of 
metaphysical reflection. 

With respect to the composition formula, “Every composite needs a 
cause for its composition”!*?, Fabro asks (from a critical perspective): “Does 
the knowledge of the causal dependence of the creature on the Creator, 
precede the demonstration of the real composition of essence and the act of 
being?” Fabro answers that: “According to the Angelic Doctor (!), there is 
no doubt that in via inventionis the knowledge of dependence precedes and, 
what is more, also founds the knowledge of composition, although the 
opposite should be said in via iudici’”'**. To this can be added the fact that 
there are some “Christian philosophers” who admit creation, but do not 
admit the real composition of essence and the act of being nor understand it. 
Thus, while Fabro does not reject the composition formula, he proposes that 


31 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 21: “Haec autem reductio 
suprema causarum forsan non pertingit usque ad creationis conceptum stricte 
theologicum, attamen ab illo metaphysica aristotelica non est aliena. S. Thomas 
opportune Philosophi conceptionem integravit per notionem participationis: in qt 
causalitas est participatio, intelligitur esse derivatio effectus a causa”. 

'2 C_ FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 33: “Alli reducunt directe, sed 
diversas adhibent formulas. Conditio formulae quae sit univeraliter valida, nobis 
videtur duplex: I’, ut formula applicari valeat ad omnia quae causata seu effectus 
dici debent. II°, Ut in formulatione immediate appareat relatio dependentiae 
causalis’’. 
ae OF FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 36: “Omne compositum, indiget 
causa componente”. 

Pe, FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 37: “Secundum Angelicum (!) non 
est dubium cognitionem dependentiae praecedere immo et fundare cognitionem 
compositionis in via inventionis, quamvis oppositum dici debeat in via iudicii”’. 
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there is another, more fundamental formula and one on which the 
composition formula is based — that of participation. This formula expresses 
causal dependence and manifests the immediate cohesion of the concepts. 
For this reason we can say that it is the primary and definitive formula!”?, 
The definitive formula, then, should bear upon created ens in some 
way indicating either creation itself or the derivation of every ens from God. 
The other formulas do not have the same critical value as the following one 
based on the notion of participation: “Omne quod est per participationem 
(est seu) causatur ad eo quod est per essentiam”’. Fabro argues that this 
formula is ultimate both critically and metaphysically in via inventionis: “a) 
since by it, the Angelic Doctor demonstrates creation (I, q. 44, a. 1 ad 1; cf. 
loca parallela) or primary dependence; b) since by it he demonstrates the 
composition of essence and the act of being in created beings” ’*°. By means 
of the Thomistic notion of participation, one overcomes the possible pitfalls 
of an Aristotelian dualism or a Platonic separatism. For the duality of act 
and potency (form and matter) is ultimately based on the notions of 
participated and participant which establishes likeness and dependence. 
With regard to Aristotle, it is by means of an extension of act and potency 
that St. Thomas explains the composition of essence and esse in created 
beings; with regard to Plato, this participation refers to something really 
existing and active (existentem et operantem) in finite beings and not a mere 
shadow left by the separated “ideas”'*”, Fabro also stresses the importance 
of participation in Chapter Five and argues that those beings which are 
necessary by others (Third Way) are distinguished from God, the First ens, 
by the principle of participation, upon which is founded the Fourth Way. 
Fabro’s words leave no room for doubt about the direction his thought will 


med On FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 37: “Formulam proinde non 
respuimus, sed illam postponimus formulae magis fundamentali quae et ipsius 
compositionis super quam haec formula innititur, et causalis dependentiae rationem 
propria et per se et immediata connexione conceptum radat et aperiat. Quae 
proinde formula ut prima et definitiva est dicenda’’. 

ae Go FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 38: “Hanc esse critice et 
metaphysice ultimam in via inventionis arguo: a) quia per illam Angelicus 
demonstrat creationem (I*, XLIV, I et ad 1; cfr. loca parallela) seu primam 
dependentiam; b) quia per illam demonstrat compositionem in creatis ex essentia et 
esse”. 

'57 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 38-39. 
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take: “in the Thomistic synthesis, the ultimate metaphysical resolution is 
made by means of this supreme principle [of participation]”’**. 


3.5 Method in the Epilogue 


In Fabro’s Epilogue to Metaphysica we find one last reference to the 
method of metaphysics. The truly authentic Thomistic notion of ens, he 
writes, includes both essence and the act of being. It is impossible “to 
abstract” esse in any way without the very notion of ens disappearing. 
Therefore, the method of metaphysics is not abstraction, but separation: 


Consequently, it is impossible to abstract the notion of ens, for the method of 
metaphysics is not abstraction, but rather separation and also because the 
notion of ens and all other metaphysical notions imply (notional) duality of 
form (or subject) and act. Thus all the metaphysical determinations proceed 
and tend to the determination of the relationship of essence to the act of being: 
the essence is in the order of ens, not insofar as it is essence, which as such 
remains in the order of possibles, but rather insofar as it is actuated by the esse 


which belongs to it'””. 


Fabro’s theory of separation, however, differs from that proposed by Geiger. 
Separation is understood by Fabro as an operation of the intellect by which 
we make distinctions (between the various structural principles of created 
ens) and establish differences (between God and creatures) and not as an 
initial judgment on the separability of ens from matter and motion. For 
example, the ultimate reduction of metaphysics in the transcendental, 


ae Gn FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 87: “Quomodo autem haec 
necessaria ab alio dignoscantur formaliter ut causata ab alio seu a Primo Ente, hoc 
ostenditur per principium participationis super quod fundatur sequens IV via: unde 
Unum esse necessarium per essentiam, atque cetera necessaria necessitatem habere 
per participationem. Adhuc ergo ultima resolutio metaphysica fit per hoc 
principium supremum in synthesi thomistica’”. 

ae On FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 142: “Unde impossibile est 
rationem entis abstrahere, quia methodus metaphysicae non est abstractio sed 
separatio, et quia iam notio entis et quaecumque metaphysica notio dualitatem 
(notionalem) importat formae (seu subiecti) et actus. Sic omnes metaphysicae 
determinationes procedunt et tendunt ad determinationem habitudinis essentiae ad 
esse: essentia ingreditur in ordine entis non in quantum essentia, secundum quod 
remanet in ordine possibilium, sed secundum quod actuatur per esse sibi 
conveniens”’. 


393 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


ontological order, distinguishes God from creatures. Ultimately, the creature 
or created ens is only understood as deduced from divine esse: “The task of 
metaphysics is to apprehend the notions of ens in its first determination, 
which implies ‘distinguishing them’ from each other or SEPARATING. 
This is done for the transcendental ontological order, be it of ens with 
respect to God and to creatures, according to its ultimate reduction. Created 
ens cannot be understood unless as deduced from the divine esse”'“°. This 
difference and relation is best understood in terms of participation. There is 
only one being which is per essentiam, while all other beings are per 
participationem: 


Ens which reduces to the pure notion of tod esse, is, and must be One, which is 
said to be so per essentiam, thus, the other things of whatever perfection they 
are, should be called per participationem, which means, per imitationem. All 
that is in this way, cannot be understood correctly in a fundamental ontological 
sense, in its constitutive reality, except insofar as it is known as participation 
and imitation of that fontal fullness of which it derives and for which is 


originary and is sustained in being, living and understanding'*'. 


3.6 Summary 


Fabro’s Metaphysica clearly identifies the proper method of 
metaphysics as resolutio in terms of “dialectical reduction” and refers to one 
of the principal Thomistic text on metaphysical resolution, In Boethii De 
Trinitate, q. 6, a. 1. Fabro also identifies the cause of metaphysical stupor in 
the phenomenon of the multiplicity and diversity of ens and in the 


' C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 142-143: “Metaphysicae opus est 
entis rationes apprehendere in sua prima determinatione, quod illas inter se 
distinguere seu SEPARARE per se importat. Haec pro ordine ontologico 
praedicamentali, similiter pro ordine ontologico transcendentale sive de ente per 
respectum ad Deum et ad creaturas, sec. Ultimam reductionem. Ens creatum non 
potest intelligi nisi ut deductum ab esse divino”. In the last line, Fabro is referring 
to De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5, ad 1. 

sa FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 143: “Ens quod ad puram rationem 
tov esse reducitur non est, nec esse potest, nisi Unum, quod per essentiam dicitur 
tale: caetera erfo, cuiuscumque sint perfectionis, debent per participationem quod 
est per imitationem dici. Quodcumque vero est hoc modo, non potest sensu 
ontologico fundamentali recte intelligi in sua realitate constitutiva, nisi prout 
cognoscitur ut participatio et imitatio illius fontalis plentitudinis a qua derivat et 
per quam orta est et in esse, vivere et intelligere sustinetur’. 
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phenomenon of movement and change. Dialectical reduction initially 
resolves the problem of multiplicity and movement by means of the first 
division of ens into the predicaments and second division of ens into act and 
potency. Likewise, ens is divided into predicaments according to a reductive 
method: the mobile and accident reduce to something previous like the 
imperfect to the perfect. Further, passive potency reduces to active potency 
and active potency reduces to act. The initial phenomenological reduction 
opens up to the constitution of metaphysics and metaphysical analysis of ens 
qua ens through the notions of act and potency. 

Fabro argues that one comes to the metaphysical notion of ens qua ens 
through the awareness of the insufficiency of categorial knowledge. 
Categorial being can be brought into the perspective of ens qua ens by 
means of the notions of act and potency. The real distinction between act 
and potency spurs the metaphysician onward in his quest to understand the 
fundamental structure of ens in an ulterior foundation beyond the essence: 
the substance that has accidents and is composed of act and potency is 
shown to be finite. Such an ulterior foundation seeks to determine: 1) the 
essence in relation to esse and 2) the modes of being in relation to ultimate 
principles. 

Fundamental in this foundation is the Thomistic, “dialectical” notion 
of ens and the principle of the limitation and multiplicity of act. Fabro 
declares that St. Thomas’s way of arguing the multiplicity of act is reductive 
and invokes two principles: the “principle of separated perfection” and the 
“principle of participation”. The first establishes the uniqueness of a 
separated form; the second the way in which this form may be found in 
others in a limited fashion by way of participation. Of the two ways in 
which a form may be multiplied, real multiplication occurs by reception of 
the form in a subject-potency. 

Further reflection on the structure of the substance distinguishes two 
problems that need to be resolved: that of the constitution of the essence and 
that of the constitution of the concrete, subsistent ens. The solution to the 
first problem progresses along the logical-metaphysical determination of the 
relationships between genus-species, individual-species, matter-form, and 
nature-suppositum. By means of the notion of predicamental participation 
and the principles of act and potency, Fabro establishes the proportional 
correspondence between the logical and ontological orders, the limitation of 
a species within its genus, the relationship between matter and form in the 
problem of substantial multiplicity and change, the principle of 
individuation as materia signata quantitate, and the real distinction (as 
between part and whole) between nature and suppositum in finite beings. 
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The solution to the second problem deals with argument for the real 
distinction and the corollary theme of subsistence. 

Fabro identifies three principles in the argument for the real 
distinction. The first establishes the absolute, ontological pre-eminence of 
the act of being. Fabro only announces the conclusion of the formal 
resolution of perfection and real resolution of act described in NMP: esse is 
the perfection of all perfections and act of all acts. The second principle is 
that of separated perfection and is founded on the notion of act. Every act 
that is not per essentiam, is only per participationem. Thus, according to the 
third principle, that of participation, the act of being of the creature depends 
on Esse per essentiam (dynamic participation) and consequently requires a 
really distinct, receiving-subject potency-principle with which it enters into 
composition. “The knowledge of dependence precedes and, what is more, 
also founds the knowledge of composition in via inventionis, although the 
opposite should be said in via iudici’’'’. The participation formula is 
ultimate both critically and metaphysically in via inventionis. In this 
“conclusive-metaphysical moment’, the various modes of being are then 
ordered in accordance with these ultimate principles'“’. For example, the 
mode of being proper to substance, that of subsistence, is not an 
intermediary principle between the quiddity (nature or essence) and esse, 
but rather, it is through actus essendi, that the substance subsists and is 
ulteriorly completed. Likewise, the esse (or inesse) of the accidents is not 
another actus essendi, but rather a participation in the same actus essendi of 
the substance. In Metaphysica, the problem of the predication of ens is dealt 
with in an appendix. In later works, the analogy of being as the semantics of 
participation is configured as the conclusive moment of metaphysical 
reflection. 

Reflecting on the whole of Fabro’s methodological proposal in 
Metaphysica, one still notes the lingering influence of formalistic 
Scholasticism in Fabro’s references to the three degrees of abstraction and 
to the distinction between esse essentiae and esse existentiae. At the same 
time, the influence of Geiger’s 1947 article on separatio is notable. Along 
with Geiger and others, Fabro now distinguishes abstraction from 
separation, but interprets “separatio” in a slightly different manner. 
Separatio is understood as a “distinguishing” (separating) of the real or 
intentional oppositions we encounter in metaphysical reflection (in 


'® C_FABRO, Metaphysica, Liber tertius, 37. 
8 See C. FABRO, Metaphysica, Introductio, 44; Ibid., Liber primus, 114; 
Ibid., Liber secundus, 216. 
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opposition to “abstraction’’). As we saw earlier, in the Epilogue Fabro places 
“separatio” within the context of the ultimate reduction of participated esse 
to Esse per essentiam and not within the context of an initial demonstration 
of immaterial being. In later works, Fabro’s critique of Geiger’s theory is 
more marked, since the latter is linked with knowledge of esse obtained by 
judgment. Judgment, according to Fabro, deals with esse-in-actu and not 
necessarily with esse ut actus. As well, for Fabro, the constitution of the 
metaphysics or discovery of the initial, metaphysical notion of ens is not 
obtained through a negative judgment concerning the materiality or 
separability of being, but rather is obtained through continual metaphysical 
analysis or reduction. It is the result of an awareness of the inadequacy of 
the categorial solution in comparison with the problem of being itself. 


4. Additions to La nozione metafisica di partecipazione (1950) 


As mentioned earlier, some of the more substantial additions and 
corrections made to NMP (1939) deal with the section on “intensive 
metaphysical abstraction” and with the section on “esse as actus essendi’. In 
light of Geiger’s 1947 article on separation, Fabro adds the following 


distinction between abstraction and separation: 


Now, what is important to highlight is that St. Thomas, when dealing with the 
method proper to metaphysics does not speak of abstractio but of separatio: 
this because the Angelic Doctor reduces metaphysics, unlike the physical and 
mathematical sciences which are founded on the first operation of the mind 
(simplex apprehensio), to the dynamism of affirmation and negation proper to 
judgment. The Thomistic tradition has preferred to speak of “three degrees of 
abstraction”, terminology which can have some plausible reason but which 
risks distorting the very physiognomy and nature of metaphysics as understood 
by St. Thomas". 


Fabro says that he will briefly deal with this distinction since the very notion 
of participation depends on it. Sciences that are founded on abstraction seek 
the essences of things. There is always a reduction to knowing what it is that 
makes a certain object belong to a certain genus or species of ens. In 
contrast, metaphysics has ens qua ens as its object and, in a certain sense, 
presupposes the knowledge of the essence obtained through experience and 


'* See L.-B. GEIGER, “Abstraction et séparation d’ aprés St. Thomas”, Revue 
des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 31 (1947), 3-40.. 
'*® C. FABRO, NMP, 129. 
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from science; thus, it seeks to know esse and how things have the act of 
being and exist: “for example, if they are substances or accidents, that is, if 
the exist in themselves or in another, if they are in act or in potency, if they 
are causes or effects, if the are called beings per essentiam or beings per 
participationem”'“°. Therefore, metaphysics and science are two different 
types of knowledge: 


The sciences enjoy in their abstractive processes a certain “freedom”, so to 
speak, of combination and dis-combination with respect to the notional 
elements on which they operate; metaphysics, on the other hand, linked to the 
being of the things, should express them in the mode according to which such 
being is found actuated in reality, if it exists or not, and if it be in one way or in 
another. Metaphysics, therefore, cannot but unite what in reality is found 


united, and separate what is separate in it'*”. 


In this way the different techniques of the respective methods of science and 
metaphysics is due to the difference in object: science is abstractive which it 
concerns the essence, which is something unitary even if composite; 
metaphysics concerns esse which is only able to be expressed “in the form 
of a real synthesis, according to the mode in which such synthesis is found 
in reality’. 

With regard to science, two forms of notional or abstractive isolation 
are distinguished: one called “total”, the other “formal”. Such a clarification, 
Fabro notes, makes the theory of the “degrees” of abstraction superfluous. 
“The two abstractions correspond to the fundamental forms of relation in the 
structure of things — part and whole, matter and form. Total abstraction 
refers to the universal in relation to singulars and is at the basis of science; 
formal abstraction, in this case, refers to geometric or numeral structure of 
things considered in se and apart from the concrete nature of the things and 
is proper to mathematics. In this way, three speculative sciences are 
distinguished: physics, mathematics and metaphysics'”’. 

In Boethii De Trinitiate, q. 5, a. 4 goes on to clarify that metaphysics 
concerns things that are or can be separated “secundum esse” from all matter 
(God and the spiritual substances, ens, substance, act, etc...). In light of this, 
Fabro makes his final reflection on the structure of this consideration: 


'46 C_FABRO, NMP, 130. 
'47 C_FABRO, NMP, 130. 
‘48 C_FABRO, NMP, 131. 
4 See In Boethii De Trinitate, q. 5, a. 3. 
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The problem of the foundation of metaphysics comes to its crucial moment, but 
for our bad luck, the Angelic Doctor does not begin a phenomenological or 
epistemological investigation as we would have liked, and we should, 
therefore, seek to make headway orienting ourselves by the light of general 
principles. The knowledge of the nature of God and spiritual substances is at 
the summit of metaphysics, while the determination of the concepts of act and 
potency, of substance and accidents, and with these, of the primordial 
metaphysical of ens, is at the beginning, and constitutes - Hegel would say — 
the beginning (Anfang) of that content of the Absolute to which metaphysics 
arrives at its end’™”, 


By placing knowledge of the nature of God and spiritual substances at the 
summit of metaphysics, it seems that Fabro is implicitly distancing himself 
from the corollary that Geiger develops on separatio as a negative judgment 
concerning the materiality of ens. 

The second addition to NMP that I want to draw attention to is found 
in the section on transcendental participation. Fabro refers to the 
convergence of the formal resolution of essence (perfection) and the real 
resolution of act and expounds more on the importance of the latter. Formal 
resolution demands a “passage” to esse as act of all acts: 


The concept of esse, as I mentioned above, presents for our mind a double 
convergence: one as absolute fullness of all forms and perfections, as formal 
intensive esse (notion at which a metaphysics of a Scotistic or Suarezian type 
stops); another as originary act, act of all acts, etc. and that is not found 
therefore on a straight line of a mere formal potentiation [potenziazione] but 
which demands the “passage to the other”, to the ineffable primordial energy 
which makes us emerge over nothing, the act that when it is per essentiam (and 
not per participationem) is for itself absolute fullness, eminent possession of 
all perfections. But our intellect never penetrates this primordial birth of ens, so 
to speak, but rather barely suspect it or touches it [attingit] in metaphysical 
reflection [...]. However, this tension between the real, formal field and the 
actual, real one needs to be kept: otherwise esse evaporates into existentia, into 
the fact of being as mere historical reality in a given spatio-temporal 


: 151 
situation. 


Once again, Fabro has hinted at some of the elements in the real resolution 
of the actus essendi which we may connect to the principles outlined in 
metaphysica: passage to Esse per essentiam (principle of separated 


'S0.C. FABRO, NMP, 132. 
'S! GC RABRO, NMP, 197. 
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perfection) and metaphysical reflection on creation (according to the 
principle of participation). 


5. Enciclopedia Cattolica (1949-1954) 


Fabro authored 113 entries for the Enciclopedia Cattolica'**. We will 
look at two of them that touch on the themes we have previously dealt with: 
1) “Metafisica’, which outlines the basic itinerary of metaphysical 
reflection; 2) “Tommaso d’Aquino”, which highlights the principles 
involved in the participation argument for the real distinction between 
essence and esse in finite beings. 


5.1 Metafisica 


In his entry on “Metafisica” Fabro deals with the nature and method of 
metaphysics. As regards its nature, he writes “is the ultimate philosophical 
consideration of the meaning, principles and structure of the real”!>’. The 
problem of being as being (6v f 6v) is the object of metaphysics and poses 
two demands: 


1) The affirmation of reality, inasmuch as metaphysics considers reality 
in act and what makes it to be in act and what places it in act; this reality 
in act is always presented to consciousness as something singular, 
limited and contingent. 2) The affirmation of the truth, inasmuch as 
metaphysics has the task of “founding” the consistency of that which in 
the immediate presentation of experience is denounced as inconsistent; 
this inconsistency of the real according to its immediate appearing 
demands recourse to principles of reality which are universal, absolute 
and necessary!’ 


The conciliation between the position of reality and the affirmation of truth 
is provided by the “mediation” (so to speak) of the “first principles” of 
knowledge. These principles do not constitute a priori absolutes from which 
one can proceed in an analytic way to the deduction of the structure of 


' Fabro’s entry on “Metafisica” was published in vol. VIII in 1952; 
“Tommaso d’ Aquino” was published in vol. XII in 1954. 

'3 C. FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica (vol. VII}, Ente per 
V’enciclopedia cattolica e per il libro cattolico, Citta del Vaticano 1952, 872. 

' ©. FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VILL, 873. 
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reality itself. Rather, “the first principles constitute the absolute demand 
which the contents of reality should satisfy in order to be intelligible”’>>. 
The first principle is that of non-contradiction on which all the other 
principles dependence. At times, this same principle elicits problems for 
metaphysics, distinguishing and clarifying them in the subsequent 
complications of the analysis of reality. The beginning of metaphysics, 
Fabro notes, is that of “wonder” and “stupor”. “Wonder is nothing other 
than the ineffable awareness of the tension between the affirmation of 
reality and the necessity of truth”!*°. 

As regards the dynamic proper to metaphysics, Fabro highlights three 
problems which successively build upon one another: 1) the analysis of 
movement; 2) the structure of the real; and 3) the foundation of the real. The 
couplets of “act and potency” and “substance and accidents” offer solutions 
to the first problem; while the couplets of “matter and form” and “essence 
and esse” solve the second. The third problem concerning the foundation of 
the finite on the infinite leads to the ultimate foundation of Pure Act. The 
three problems are explained as follows: 

1) Becoming. To be able to affirm that something is, it needs to be 
“conserved” in some way. Man’s experience of being, however, is that of 
change and in a certain sense “being is and is not’. Thus, “it falls to 
metaphysics to explain in what sense it is and in what sense it is not”. In 
Aristotle’s analysis of being the couplets of act and potency, substance and 
accidents explain the experience of becoming which appears like a 
phenomenological “contradiction”. This is “because that which moves 
‘passes’ from one state to another” and “one can say it is and is not’”!>”. 
Potency explains the non-being of the subject that moves, while act explains 
the reason for the becoming and the terminus of the becoming. As regards 
accidental multiplicity: “The multiplicity of aspects which the real presents 
is not chaotic, but structured according to a more fundamental principle of 
unity [...]: such principle is the substance”. The superficial, changing and 
diverse multiplicity is called “accident”. “Thus, the demand of the principle 
of contradiction is satisfied for the second time and one already delineates 
the ‘structure of the real’”!*®. 

2) The structure of the real. The second problem builds on the first 
and now confronts more directly the structure of reality. The essence of 


'SS C_ FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VI, 873. 
'S° C_ FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VI, 874. 
'57 C_ FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VII, 874. 
'8 C. FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VILL, 874. 
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material beings is composed of form and matter, which relate to each other 
as act and potency. The hierarchy of beings — from prime matter as “pure 
potency” and God as “Pure act” — can be established on the basis of the 
relationship of the two principles of essence and esse. As Fabro writes: 


If the real, which is the object of metaphysics, is “that which is’, its structure is 
in the relationship between the “that which” and “being”, in other words, 
between the nature or essence that exists and its actuality of being. For this 
reason, one of the tasks metaphysics is to determine both the content of the 
“that which’ and the “mode” of its being: thus, the first onto- 
phenomenological determinations of act and potency, of substance and 
accidents, permit a more profound interpretation of the real, above all, with 
respect to essence in itself and then about the relationship of essence to the act 
of being. [...] Therefore, essence, on the physical-metaphysical plane can have 
a composition of two principles (matter and form) which are in a relationship 
of act and potency. From the nature and perfection of the essence one infers (si 
arguisce) the nature and perfection of the act of being and one can proceed to 
establish the ontological hierarchy of things: this has two extreme poles [...], 
prime matter as “pure potency” and God as “pure act”. 


Thus, an initial understanding of the real distinction between essence and 
the act of being takes place at the level of the “structure” of reality. 
Metaphysics demands a further reflection on the “foundation” of reality, 
which Fabro also, at times, characterizes as the “problem of causality”. 

3) The foundation of the real. The third problem concerns the 
“foundation” of the real. The solution is found in the “causal dependence” 
of the finite on the infinite, such that even if the finite as essence is founded 
on itself, insofar as it is a finite being it is founded on “another”, namely, its 
cause. If the proximate cause is finite, then it is also the effect of another 
cause. This continues on until one reaches a cause that is only act — this is 
the pure Infinite. Fabro concludes his exposition of the problem with a 
reference to the absolute emergence of act and this ultimate foundation on 
Pure Act: 


Man knows the real with his senses and intellect: sensorial experience (external 
and internal) attests both to the quality or nature of the essences and to the 
concrete existence, but it is the intellect’s reflection that poses and resolves the 
metaphysical demand of the unity of essence and of the unity of act. The first 
ontological determination expresses the fundamental principles and modes of 


'° C. FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VIL, 874. 
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being (act and potency, substance and accidents), but the process of 
metaphysical foundation and the very hierarchy of beings suppose an absolute 
emergence of one of the terms over the other or the “primacy” of act over 
potency: [...] (Wetaphysics, IX, 8, 1049 b5). In the end, the ultimate foundation 
of the real demands being understood and placed in the Infinite and in the 
Absolute of that act which does not involve, by definition, any ulterior 
reference [rimando]: this is the essential demand of metaphysics. The 
historical difference and opposition between the different metaphysics is born 
from the divergence and diversity in resolving the above mentioned tensions; 
but it should be held firm, so that one can speak of metaphysics, which is the 
ultimate and highest knowledge, insofar as it relates all to the foundation of act 


and the ultimate foundation should be pure Act!™. 


In summary, the “path” of the problems indicated by Fabro in his 
entry on “metaphysics” and its method can be represented in the following 
table: 


1. Becoming 
Movement and change is seen in terms of: 
a. Substance / Accidents 
b. Potency / Act 
2. Structure of the Real 
The “real” (ens qua ens) is structured 
c. All material being: Matter / Form 
d. All finite being: Essence / Esse 
3. Foundation of the Real 
The hierarchy of beings supposes: 
e. Absolute emergence of act over potency 
f. Ultimate foundation on Pure Act 


Metaphysics 


This itinerary is affirmed in later texts when Fabro speaks about the 
resolution or reduction of accidental acts and forms to substantial ones and 
these into the act of being, which founded on God, who is Pure Act. As 
well, there is an implicit parallel between this itinerary and the development 
of the notion of esse (from an initial notion of esse as esse commune to a 
structural, methodological notion of esse to a terminal notion of intensive 
esse as the act of all acts and perfection of all perfections). 


'© ©. FABRO, “Metafisica”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. VII, 875. 
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5.2 Tommaso d’Aquino 


In his entry “Tommaso d’Aquino”, Fabro highlights the procedure 
used by St. Thomas in his mature works to establish the real distinction 
between essence and esse in creatures. The subtitle of the section is: “The 
structure of being: the emergence of act”. Fabro outlines four “moments” of 
Thomistic metaphysics — the fourth moment dealing with the real distinction 
between essence and esse. The real distinction, as Fabro held in previous 
works, is established by the “primacy of act” by means of the notion of 
participation in two stages: a) principle of separated perfection; b) principle 
of participation. Fabro writes: 


The “fourth” moment of Thomistic metaphysics is the affirmation of real 
distinction in all creatures between essence and the act of being (esse), which is 
the conclusion of the new concept of act: today this is considered to be the key 
to all Thomistic thought. In his early works, this is presented with direct 
dependence on Avicenna’s extrinsic metaphysics, in his more mature works it 
is established by the more perfect formula of the “primacy of act” by means of 
the notion of participation in two stages: a) The pure perfection (perfectio 
separata) must be one alone, and esse is the first perfection and the act of all 
acts (Quod. I, a. 3; I, q. 4, a. 1 ad 3 and I, q. 4, a. 2); hence subsisting esse is 
only one and this is God, whose is esse per essentiam. b) All creatures, then, 
are beings by participation, insofar as their essence participates in esse and the 
essence is, therefore, potency with respect to esse, which is the ultimate act of 
all reality (cf. In VIII Physic., lect. 21)'®. 


Fabro then draws out three consequences of the notion of participation: a) 
all creatures are composed in the order of being; b) all creatures depend on 
God through creation and conservation; c) creatures resemble God not by 
convenience in form, but through analogy’. The third consequence points 


‘8! ©, FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XII, 274. 

' C. FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XI, 274: 
“Tn this way, with this notion of participation, Thomas can surpass Augustinianism, 
since he demonstrates that the soul and created intelligences (angels), although 
simple in their essence, are composed as creatures in the order of being. Likewise, 
by using this same notion of participation and thanks to the ontological 
composition, he can vindicate against Averroism the absolute dependence of the 
intelligences on God through creation and conservation (I, q. 44, a. 1 and ad 1; I, q. 
104 and 105). Finally, the notion of participation provides the formula for the 
analogy between creatures and their Creator: ‘Creatures are said to resemble God, 
not by convenience in a form according to the same notion of genus or species, but 


404 


CHAPTER THREE: THE RESOLUTION OF ENS 


to the fact that “esse is no longer the accidens of Avicenna, but rather the 
immanent act of the substance — esse substantiale — which is the proper 
effect of divine causality (Quodl., XII, q. 5, a. Syree Here, Fabro clearly 
affirms that the ultimate understanding of the real distinction occurs at the 
end of metaphysical reflection. 


6. Method in L’Assoluto nell’esistenzialismo (1953) 


Some reflections on method are found in Fabro’s third volume on 
existentialism, L’Assoluto nell ’esistenzialismo'™. Fabro contrasts “intuitive 
method” philosophies, which, in a certain sense, are “descending”, with 
those that are properly “ascending”. The latter begin with a presence of 
being not as possession but as an “urgency” of being and thus place the 
possession or contact with the Absolute at the end of philosophy’s path. To 
such a path belong Aristotelian-Thomism and, to some extent, Hegelian 
idealism'®. Of utmost importance is the dialectical tension of the beginning 
or originary tension of contrariety'™. 

In brief, Fabro marks out in general terms, the need for the proper 
method of philosophy (and metaphysics) to be able to move from the initial, 
“dialectical tension” of being through “dialectic ascension” to the Absolute 
(God). 


7. The three principles of the Fourth Way (1954) 


In 1954, Fabro published an article entitled “Development, Meaning 
and Value of the Fourth Way’, As noted earlier, the article signals 
Fabro’s entry into a more detailed analysis of dynamic, casual participation. 
Fabro has stated that the article was the first of its kind to give Scholarly 
attention to the formulation of the Fourth Way found in Aquinas’s 
Commentary on the Prologue of St. John’s Gospel. In Section Two of the 
article, “Meaning of the Fourth Way’, Fabro notes that a difficulty arises 


only according to analogy, inasmuch as God is ens per essentiam, and other things 
by participation’ (I, q. 4, a. 3 ad 3)”. 
' ©, FABRO, “Tommaso d’ Aquino”, Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. XII, 274. 
' ©. FABRO, L’Assoluto nell’esistenzialismo, Guido Miano, Catania 1954. 
ae OF FABRO, L’Assoluto nell ’esistenzialismo, 24-25. 
aie @ FABRO, L’Assoluto nell’ esistenzialismo, 25. 
'*7 ©. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore della IV via’, Doctor 
Communis (1954), 71-109; reprinted in ET, 351-385. 


405 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


regarding the ‘passage’ from the affirmation of the existence of a maximum 
(arrived at through the dialectic of the degrees of perfection) to the 
admission that this maximum is consequently the cause of the degrees of the 
participants. In Fabro’s opinion, this difficulty is solved by means of the 
dialectic of participation present in St. Thomas’s mature works which deal 
with the Fourth Way’s argument'®*. 

In light of the more mature formulations of the Fourth Way, Fabro 
introduces the emergence of the act of being as the first of three principal 
stages (or “moments”’) of the Fourth Way’s argument. According to the first 
“moment” or “principle”, act is seen to emerge over or have priority over 
potency. Form, which is act with respect to matter, is reduced to potency 
with respect to esse. Fabro summarizes the principle of the emergence of the 
act of being and its dialectical nature in the text that follows. The text is 
important because it relates the principle to five Thomistic texts and brings 
into play several key elements of Fabro’s metaphysical reflection: the 
primacy of act over potency, the dialectic of participation, the relationship 
of form and the act of being in a metaphysics of participation, the 
emergence of esse as ultimate metaphysical resolution, the role of 
participation in the coming to the ultimate foundation, and finally, a 
reference to the intensive notion of esse. I quote the text in full: 


The principle of the metaphysical emergence of the act of esse (actus essendi, 
not to be confused with existentia which is the fact of real result). The priority 
of act over potency is at the basis of Aristotle’s metaphysics and expresses the 
absolute precedence that belongs to the perfect over the imperfect and over the 
mere capacity of being. St. Thomas took the metaphysical emergence of esse 
over every form and every act from the Neo-platonic speculation which he was 
able to study more deeply above all in his later years, as we have stated: this 
means that esse is the act par excellence — the actuality of every other form or 
reality — such that every other form, perfection or particular reality is found to 
be in a state of “potency” with respect to esse, in this ultimate metaphysical 
resolution of that which is nevertheless presented as imperfect and finite. Here 
is a first text: “Esse itself is the most perfect of all, for it is compared to all as 
act; for nothing has actuality except insofar as it is, hence esse is the actuality 


'® Fabro refers to St. Thomas’s commentary to St. John’s prologue and to 
De subst. separatis, ch. 3. The principle is also found in his youthful Summa contra 
Gentiles, I, ch. 41: “Illud quod est maximum in unoquoque genere, est causa 
aliorum quae sunt illius generis”. 
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of all things, even their forms. Therefore it is not compared to other things as 
the receiver is to the received; but rather as the received to the receiver”. 

This is the notion of intensive esse — proper to St. Thomas, who was urged 
on in a special way by Pseudo-Dionysius — on which the dialectic of 
participation is articulated: “Among all effects, esse is the more principal and 
noble..., the more prior and simple...” such that “God is principally named 
ipsum esse”'””. 

The crucial moment of this dialectic is that, for St. Thomas, this intensive 
notion of esse, insofar as it subordinates the forms and perfections to the act of 
esse aS well as its participations, subordinates the metaphysics of act and 
potency to the metaphysics of participation as to its ultimate foundation and 
reference. The formulas and respective contexts do not leave any doubt: “It is 
necessary that each thing (except God) is a participative ens, so that something 
in it be the substance participating in esse, and something be participated esse 
itself. Every participant is to the participated as potency to act. Hence, 
whatever substance of created things is to its esse as potency to act”’”’. Ina 
direct form: “Every substance which is after the first [...] participates in esse. 
Moreover, everything that participates is composed of the participant and the 
participated, and the participant is in potency to the participated. Therefore, in 
every simple substance after the first simple substance is potency of being”’”. 
The densest text: “In this way, therefore, a form subsisting through per se 
participates in esse in itself just as a material form participates in its subject. If, 
therefore, when I say ‘non ens’, only esse in act is removed, the form, 
considered in itself, is non ens, but participates in esse. But if non ens removes 


' T, q. 4, a. 1 ad 3: “Ipsum esse est perfectissimum omnium: comparatur 
enim ad omnia ut actus; nihil enim habet actualitatem nisi in quantum est, unde 
ipsum esse est actualitas omnium rerum et etiam ipsarum formarum. Unde non 
comparator ad alia sicut recipiens ad receptum sed magis sicut receptum ad 
recipiens”’. 

'0 In V De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 1, n. 633-636: Inter alios effectus esse 
est principalius et dignus..., prius ac simplicius...”; “Deus principalius nominator 
per ipsum esse”. 

'’ Quodlibet. WI, q. VII, a. 20: “Oportet quod quaelibet alia res (praeter 
Deum) sit ens participative, ita quod aliud sit in ea substantia participans esse, et 
aliud ipsum esse participatum. Omne participans se habet ad participatum ut 
potentia ad actum. Unde substantia cuiuslibet rei creatae se habet ad suum esse 
sicut potentia ad actum”’. 

'? In VIII Phys., lect. 21: “Omnis ergo substantia quae est post primam 
substantiam simplicem, participat esse. Omne autem participans componitur ex 
participante et participato, et participans est in potentia ad participatum. In omni 
ergo substantia quantumcumque simplici, post primam substantiam simplicem, est 
potentia essendi’’. 
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not only the esse in act but also the act or the form through which something 
shares in esse, then, in this sense, matter is non ens, whereas a subsistent form 
is not non ens but an act which is a participative form in the ultimate act which 
is esse”'”. The context leaves no doubt: matter is potency with respect to the 
form insofar as it is participative of the actuality of the form. The form itself 
that is act with respect to matter is at the same time potency and in potency 
with respect to esse insofar as it is a participation of esse itself!” 


Fabro holds that the other stages in the Fourth Way — the principle of 
separated perfection and the principle of participation — are not so much 
distinct principles as instances or moments of the first!” 

The principle of “separated perfection” is founded on the emergence 


of act over potency and affirms that “pure act” can only be one: 


The principle of “separated perfection’. It is founded on the same 
metaphysical notion of act as pure and absolute perfection which emerges per 
se over potency such that it requires, ultimately, being free from whatever 
potency and of posing itself as pure act. This is verified in reality only in the 
act of esse precisely because as we have seen, esse is the act of every form and 
every perfection. Act as act — that is, when it is posed by itself as its nature of 
act requires — cannot be but one: perfection insofar as it is a pure perfection or 
“separated from every potency”... cannot be conceived except as “unique”. 
[...] Pure esse in fact is the unique act that subsists separated in reality and it is 
this act of subsisting separated esse that is the end of the IV Way: God as esse 
per essentiam. Here is the principle: “Now this cannot be said of any other 
thing. For, just as it is impossible to understand that there are many separate 
whitenesses, but if there were ‘whiteness’ apart from every subject and 


'? De substantiis separatis, ch. 8, ratio 4: “Ipsa igitur forma sic per se 


subsistens, esse participat in se ipsa, sicut forma materialis in subiecto. Si igitur per 
hoc quod dico: non ens, removeatur solum esse in actu, ipsa forma secundum se 
considerata, est non ens, sed esse participans. Si autem non ens removeat non 
solum ipsum esse in actu, sed etiam actum seu formam, per quam aliquid participat 
esse; sic materia est non ens, forma vero subsistens non est non ens, sed est actus, 
qui est forma participativus ultimi actus, qui est esse”. 

sad FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 363-364. 

' C, FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 366: “The principles 
just now indicated, more than three distinct principles, are three instances of the 
same principle of the “emergence of act” considered in its progressive deepening in 
up all the way to the absolute emergence of the act of esse and in fact in each of 
these the affirmation of God, Pure Act, is enunciated at the end”. 
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recipient, there would be but one whiteness, so it is impossible to have an 
ipsum esse subsistens unless there is but one”!”®, 
Lastly, Fabro introduces the principle of participation to conclude the 
passage from the maximum of Pure Act to the affirmation that this is also 
the cause of the degrees of perfection of the participants. He writes: 


The principle of participation. The most complete exposition is found in the 
late work Quodlibet Il, q. 2, a. 1 (“Whether an angel is composed of essence 
and esse”) where the Angelic Doctor distinguishes: a) a double predication of a 
formality, namely, esse per essentiam and esse per participationem, and b) a 
double participation, one predicamental — such as a singular man in humanity 
or the species (humanity) in the superior genus (animality in the case of man) — 
and one transcendental which is that of beings in esse. Here we are interested 
in the first part of the text which is a sublime compendium of that metaphysica 
superiore which St. Thomas was working on in his last years: “I answer: it 
must be said that something is predicated of something in two ways — in the 
manner of an essence or in the manner of participation. ‘Light’ is predicated of 
an illumined body in the manner of participation, but if there were some 
separated light then it would be predicated of it in the manner of an essence. 
Therefore, we must say that ens is predicated in the manner of an essence of 
God alone, inasmuch as divine esse is subsistent and absolute esse. However, it 
is predicated of any creature in the manner of participation, for no creature is 
its esse but rather is something which has esse. So also we call God ‘good’ in 
the manner of an essence because he is goodness itself, we call creatures 
‘good’ in the manner of participation because they have goodness”. 


These three principles at work in the Fourth Way are essential to 
metaphysical reflection. The principle of the emergence of act (Aristotelian 
inspiration) ends in the notion of ipsum esse as formal plexus of all 
perfection and as actus essendi, the act of all acts. The principle of separated 
perfection (Platonic inspiration) affirms that participated esse must be 
reduced to Esse per essentiam, which, in turn, cannot be but one and unique. 
This forms part of the principle of participation (Thomistic synthesis) which 
affirms that Esse per essentiam is the cause of ens per participationem. 


ae Ge FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 365. See De 
spiritualibus creaturis, a. 1: “Hoc autem non potest dici de aliquo alio: sicut enim 
impossibile est intelligere quod sint plures albedines separatae; sed si esset albedo 
separata ab omni subiecto et recipiente, esset una tantum; ita impossibile est quod 
sit ipsum esse subsistens nisi unum tantum’’. 

‘7’ C FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 366. 
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In the third section of the article, “The Value of the Fourth Way in 
Thomistic Metaphysics”, Fabro places the principles of the Fourth Way 
within the larger context of Thomistic metaphysics and responds to two 
objections to the Fourth Way concerning the possibility of coming to a 
“Maximum” from ordering perfections according to a magis et minus and, 
second, inferring that this “Maximum” is also the “cause” of all in the genus 
of which it is the “Maximum”. Fabro proposes looking at St. Thomas’s 
Commentary on the Prologue of St. John’s Gospel since it contains the 
“most mature and definitive formulation of the Fourth Way”. The text has 
three stages: 


a) “Everything that is according to participation is reduced to something that is 
by its essence, as to the first and highest: as all fiery beings by participation 
reduce to fire, which is such by its essence” (This is the principle of perfectio 
separata). 


b) “When, therefore, all which is, participates in esse and are entia by 
participation, it is necessary that there be something in each of all things, which 
is ipsum esse per essentiam, namely, that its essence be its esse” (This is the 
principle of participation in its “static” or constitutive moment). 


c) “And this is God, who is the most sufficient, most worthy and most perfect 
cause of totius esse, from which all that are, participate in esse” (This is the 


principle of participation in its “dynamic moment”) '™. 


In synthesis, the text argues that: “since there are beings by participation, 
there should be a Being by essence which is God as first cause of all 
reality”. 

While it is true that one determines that finite and limited beings are 
entia per participationem in the ultimate metaphysical resolution, which 
considers them in relation to the Creator who is Esse per essentiam, “One 
cannot say that the notion of ens per participationem is metaphysically 


'8 C, FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 366. “Omne illud quod 
est secundum participationem reducitur ad aliquid quod sit illud per essentiam, 
sicut ad primum et ad summum: sicut omnia ignita per participationem reducuntur 
ad ignem, qui est per suam essentiam talis’. “Cum ergo omnia quae sunt, 
participent esse, et sint per participationem entia, necesse est esse aliquid in 
cacumine omnium rerum, quod sit ipsum esse per suam essentiam, idest quod sua 
essentia sit suum esse’. “Et hoc est Deus, qui est sufficientissima, et dignissima, et 
perfectissima causa totius esse, a quo omnia quae sunt, participant esse’. 
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derived and therefore of an explicative character and, therefore, secondary, 
to be referred to in a second moment once the existence of God — Esse 
purum, Creator and conserver of all things — has already been 
demonstrated”'””. The metaphysical determination of the creature as ens per 
participationem is also linked to the ascending dialectic of participation, as 
the three successive moments of the Prologue text shows. A further proof is 
that Aquinas uses the notion of participation to demonstrate the existence of 
God as well as “the first dependence and derivation of the creature from 
God (creation) and the first composition of the creature — that of essence and 
esse — due to which, above all, all creatures are distinct from God”?!®°, All 
three of these “moments” of the relation of creation to God (existence of 
God, creation, real distinction) are present in the Prologue text and 
formulated according to the notion of participation. It is this notion of 
participation that enables us to respond to the two difficulties brought 
against the formulation of the Fourth Way: the passage to the maximum in a 
dialectic of degrees of perfection and the admission that the maximum is 
also the cause of those degrees'*'. 

The passage from magis et minus to the maximum is rooted in the 
hierarchical conception of the beings of the universe according to a scale of 
perfection. First of all, the qualities of substances vary in degree just as they 
vary in different subjects; this multiplicity of perfection is able to be 
arranged according to an order of less perfect and more perfect. This is 
founded on what we saw in NMP as “metaphysical contrariety”. Fabro 
writes: “With respect to this contrariety one also defines that the first form 
of opposition is that of perfect and less perfect, a magis et minus”'*?. All 
other forms of opposition should resolve themselves in a distribution or 
degree of actuality which is founded on the degrees of perfection: 


Such an opposition does not remain, for this reason, a closed contrariety in 
accidental qualities, but moves to characterize the substances and forms of 


eG FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 368. 

a OF FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 368. 

sae Ge FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 371: “The recourse of 
St. Thomas to the notion of participation in the ultimate formulation of the Fourth 
Way of the Johannine Prologue permits the overcoming of a series of (apparent) 
difficulties which someone has made with respect to the text of the Summa 
Theologiae, namely, that of the passage from the Highest or Maximum, which is 
the terminus of the dialectic of degrees (first part of the “Way’) to the admission 
that such Highest is also ‘cause’ of those degrees which it has under itself”. 

182 See C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 372. 
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which such qualities are the properties and therefore the manifestation. In this 
way the gradation of imperfectum et perfectum, of magis et minus, is applied to 
the same species between them, within one same genus, of which the most 
imperfect is in the first degree of the formal scale in which, elevating 
themselves, those which follow add one or another perfection, one or another 


degree of actuality’. 


Fabro calls this an “open contrariety”. From the magis et minus of quality in 
the individual and in the individuals of the same species, one moves “to the 
degrees of perfection of the diverse species within the genus, up to the 
genera themselves and the formal perfections which are confronted with one 
another with respect to the supreme act of esse”'®* Such was the path 
marked out in NMP on predicamental participation. Here we see that there is 
an increasing metaphysical intensity of participated perfection and act. 
Fabro describes this as follows: 


The dialectic of participation with the passage from the particularities of 
individual quality and quantity to the universal consideration of species and 
genera, the greatest extension of the formality, which is the object of 
participation, indicates, at the same time, a more intimate penetration of the 
absolute perfection of being. At the limit, in fact, of the species and genera we 
find the pure or simpliciter simplices perfections like life, knowledge, science, 
beauty... which express the perfection of being in act, which is found in the real 
in its most intimate, and at the same time, universal presence, both with respect 
to the subject as well as to the object. The different species of bodies can, in 
fact, be graded according to the perfection of the mineral kingdom: resistance, 
malleability, technical utility and, above all, preciousness, for example, in the 
aesthetic sense; living beings according to the degree of perfection of life, 
intelligent beings according to the forms and ways of knowing: from animals 
endowed with the sense of touch alone to superior animals, to man who 
elaborates the sciences, to the angel who intuits truth... In this “enfolding” 
(Entfaltung) one can observe a double moment of participation: first, the 
dispersive moment or divisive moment thanks to the multiplicity of genera, of 
species and ways of participating with respect to the divine essence..., and then 
the intensive moment which is had precisely in the ascending progression of 
degrees as such with respect to pure divine esse by which one says that the 


living being is more perfect than the mineral, and so on'®. 


za @ FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 373. 
ae Os FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 374. 
se FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 375-376. 
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It is important to note that the qualities, forms, species, genera and 
perfections should be considered not per se, but rather insofar as they refer 
to the perfection of being and are modes and degrees of the perfection of 
being: “Esse, the perfection of the actuality of being, is the founding 
reference for this entire dialectic. And this because being is the primary act, 
the act of all acts and the perfection of all perfections — both predicamental 
and transcendental — which is, at the same time, the most simple and 
universal act, as well as the most intense”!**, 

Fabro characterizes this process as a dialectical ascension and speaks 
of “ascending planes of the dialectic”. He highlights two steps: 1) In the first 
passage, one moves from the sphere of quantity and quality to the formal 
sphere of species and genus. “The passage here comes about in function of 
the predicamental perfections which permit the gradation of forms and thus 
determine the ‘metaphysical contrariety’ of the essences within a genus or 
among the different genera according to magis et minus, for example, 
beauty, life, knowledge, etc” !8”, 2) The second passage concerns these same 
perfections, and considers them not so much with respect to a magis et 
minus, but rather “within the precise ratio of the same perfection, which per 
se is a formal actuality and not a real actuality with respect to esse, and thus 
is considered as a ‘participation’ in it”'**. Fabro concludes that it is the 
notion of “intensive esse” which ultimately founds the Thomistic dialectic 
of participation: 


As one can speak of a predicamental participation for the perfections and 
accidental and univocal actualities, within the species and genera, so can we 
call “transcendental participation” that of the pure and analogous perfections 
with respect to esse which founds them and transcends them: “But whatever 
created form be supposed to subsist per se, it is necessary that it participate in 
esse; for life itself, or anything of that sort, participates in esse itself, as 


; ; 189 
Dionysius says”’”’. 


With this premise, Fabro states that we can answer the two objections to the 
Fourth Way mentioned earlier. 


mie @ FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 376. 

se Ge FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 377. 

al Os FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 377. 

mast BF FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 377. I, q. 75, a. 5 ad 5: 
“Quaecumque autem forma creata per se subsistens ponatur, oportet quod 
participet esse, quia etiam ipsa vita, vel quidquid sic diceretur, participat ipsum 
esse, ut dicit Dionysius”’. 
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1) The formal maximum. Fabro notes that the analogies of fire, heat 
and others that St. Thomas uses to illustrate the existence of a maximum 
should be seen against the backdrop of the “resolutive dialectic” that 
belongs exclusively to esse as such. The principle is the following: 


All that has some perfection or actuality in an imperfect way, namely, 
according to degrees of magis et minus, it “participates” in this perfection and 
is not the same perfection. The metaphysical principle is blindingly obvious: a 
perfection which is possessed per se cannot be found diminished, participated 
by degrees and in more subjects...: the perfection in the pure state should be 


unshackled from limits, from subjects, it should be such per essentiam'””. 


The magis et minus is not applicable to the entire formal sphere of species 
and genera. Fabro argues that it is absurd to postulate a maximum of every 
quality or quantity or of humanity or animality. “The magis et minus 
concerns the ‘variable perfections’ of the predicamental sphere (for 
example, heat, luminosity, health...) and still more those of the 
transcendental sphere (life, beauty, wisdom, goodness, etc.) with respect to 
esse”! He continues: 


Such are the perfections then, which, disposing themselves and realizing 
themselves according to a magis et minus, suggest the transcending in esse as 
in their proper reference and ultimate foundation of the dialectic itself. In 
rigorous terms: every perfection which is found according to a magis et minus 
and thus shown to be participated refers to the perfection which is such per 
essentiam, namely to the pure essence of that perfection, it therefore demands 
the position of corresponding “perfectio subsistens” or as St. Thomas also says 
“perfectio separata’. For the predicamental perfections, whether mixed or 
pure, it is absurd to pose in reality such subsistence in act: the terminus then of 
this first phase of the dialectic is of a formal character and not a real one. The 
only formality to which in its originary metaphysical position it belongs to 
reality is esse, precisely because all that is, both in the formal order as in the 
real one in whatever way it is, participates in esse, since the intensive act of 
esse is at the same time, as we have seen, the first act and the fullness of 


- 192 
perfection ~~. 


Fabro’s conclusion is that the first phase of the dialectic of participation is 
of a formal character. The conclusion of this first stage is that: “if there are 


mist Oe FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 378. 
ae Os FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 378. 
ee @ FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 378-379. 
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entia per participationem, there should be an Esse per essentiam...”, since 
only the esse which is per essentiam, subsists per se. 

2) The passage from the maximum to the principium et causa. Fabro 
characterizes the second stage of the Fourth Way as a “simple explicitation” 
which is validly founded in the first stage. To explain this Fabro turns to the 
“dialectic of measure”. “Measure” is first considered in a “closed 
perspective” and in the order of quantity. The criteria of measure is provided 
by a quid minimum, a “unit of measure” (for example, a gram). Secondly, 
“measure” can be transferred to the sphere of “quality”. By means of the 
“degrees of quality” one may begin to speak of a more or less perfect and 
therefore of a gradation of perfection. Here the gradation is not understood 
according to a minimum, but rather with respect to a maximum, i.e., to the 
full possession of the quality or perfection. Consequently: 


The “degrees” are then established precisely according to a magis et minus: or 
rather according to that the perfected subject comes closer to or distances itself 
from the fullness of that which is indicated or taken as the maximum of the 
perfection itself: fire for heat, white for colors, etc. Here the notion of measure 
is about to be overturned: that which is the unity of extrinsic and indifferent 
measure becomes the principle of gradation, which is founded on the real 
pertinence to and on causal dependence by means of which the magis et minus 
are made to re-enter into the unity of the analogy of being. In fact, it is in the 
order of being as such, in the hierarchy of the perfection of forms of being, that 
one can observe the hierarchy of perfection with respect to the primary and 
supreme measure which is the infinity of perfection of divine esse which is the 


principle and cause of all the particular beings'”’. 


The dialectic of measure repeats the passage from “closed contrariety” 
to “open contrariety” we saw earlier, which brings one to the resolution of 
all perfection in the intensive act of esse. In the transcendental order, esse is 
the supreme measure of perfection and also the first cause. As Aquinas 
comments: “[God] is the measure of beings, since one can know how much 
each of the beings possesses of the nobility of esse according to its closeness 
or distance from him’”!”*, By means of a “metaphysical measure”, one can 
establish the degree of reality and perfection of the participants in 
perfection. “Thus, we see that in the definitive metaphysical ‘resolutio’, 


sae OF FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 380. 

'4 In IV De. Divinis Nominibus, lect. 3, n. 310: “Est enim mensura 
existentium, quia ex hoc potest sciri quantum unumquoddque existentium habeat de 
nobilitate essendi, quod appropinquat ei vel distat ab eo”. 
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which is that of the transcendental participation of all formalities and 
perfections with respect to esse, the moments of efficient, final, exemplary 
and formal causality converge and coincide”!®’. All the aspects of act and 
perfection are found in a unified way in intensive esse. “The formal 
resolution is already the foundation of the causal dependence of beings per 
participationem, in the primum which is esse per essentiam, in the 
maximum, since the formal foundation here, virtually implies every real 
foundation and this in virtue of intensive esse’”’!”°. 

According to Fabro, the Fourth Way - interpreted by means of the 
dialectic of intensive esse and participation — is “the ultimate theoretical 
proof and most formal proof of the existence of God”. Aquinas’s Prologue 
text, “embraces and founds, at the same time, the total dependence of the 
creature on God (creation) and the fundamental difference of the creature 
from God (the real distinction of essence and esse) as well as the 
fundamental semantics to express the relation of the creature to God 
(analogy), by means of the notion of participation alone”'®’. The order of 
these three moments will be maintained in PC: transcendental, dynamic 
causality (creation); participative structure of finite ens; analogy of being. 


* * * 


In conclusion, we see that Fabro’s article clearly transfers the three 
principles he outlined in previous works with regard to the real distinction to 
the proof found in the “Fourth Way”. Fabro considers the Fourth Way in the 
larger context of metaphysics (creation and real distinction) and not simply 
insofar as a proof of God’s existence. Three principles are explained: the 
emergence of the act of esse; the principle of separated perfection; and the 
principle of participation (which is articulated dynamically and statically). 
In his exposition, Fabro often recalls the importance of the formal resolution 
or essence or perfection. In this way, a metaphysical itinerary is outlined 
extending from the qualities of the individual of a species to the perfections 
proper to the genera of the various species. This involves “metaphysical 
contrariety” and the ordering of this perfections according to a magis et 
minus of degrees of perfection. All forms of opposition should be resolved 
into degrees of actuality, which are found on the degrees of perfection. 
Thus, the determination of finite beings as entia per participationem is not 


ak Ge FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 381-382. 
wad @: FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 382. 
ae FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 382-383. 
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exclusive to the conclusion of metaphysical resolution, but rather part and 
parcel of the ascending dialectic of participation. The second passage 
involves considering these perfections, not with respect to a magis et minus, 
but rather with respect to the perfection of being. In this case, the 
perfections are seen as formal actualities and not real actualities, and are 
considered as particular participations in being. 

This prepares the metaphysical reflection of the second principle of 
separated perfection. These participated perfections should be reduced to 
that which is perfect per essentiam. The principle is the following: a 
perfection which is possessed per se cannot be found in a diminished or 
participated state, nor can it be found in more subjects. The perfection in the 
pure state should be without limits and, therefore, per essentiam. Such a 
“maximum” pertains to the perfections of the transcendental sphere (vivere, 
intelligere, bonum, pulchrum...). Esse is the proper reference for such 
perfections and the ultimate foundation of the dialectic of perfection. Every 
perfection found according to a magis et minus and is participated and refers 
to the perfection which is such per essentiam, the pure essence of that 
perfection. Therefore, it demands the position of corresponding “perfectio 
subsistens” or “perfectio separata’. 

As regards the third principle and the passage from the maximum to 
the maximum as principle and cause, Fabro holds that this is more an 
“explicitation” of what is validly established in the first stages. Fabro 
invokes the “dialectic of measure’. In contrast to “measure” according to 
quantity which uses a minimum, “measure” is likened to that according to 
quality, which uses a maximum. In the transcendental order, esse is the 
supreme “measure” of perfection. God, as Esse per essentiam, is the 
measure of beings, since one can know how much each of the beings 
possesses of the nobility of esse according to its closeness or distance from 
God. At this point, Fabro says that it is in a “definitive metaphysical 
resolutio that the moments of efficient, final, exemplary and formal 
causality converge and coincide’. Fabro does not explain what this consists 
in, and only reaffirms that the “formal resolution” is already the foundation 
of the causal dependence of beings per participationem. Fabro concludes 
that the principles of the Fourth Way — interpreted by means of the dialectic 
of intensive esse and participation — is the ultimate theoretical proof and 
most formal proof of the existence of God. It embraces and founds the total 
dependence of the creature on God (creation), the fundamental difference of 
the creature from God (the real distinction of essence and esse) and the 
fundamental semantics to express the relation of the creature to God 
(analogy). PC will develop all of these themes in-depth. 
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8. Dall’essere all’esistente (1957) 


In his 1957 work, Dall’ essere all’esistente'”®, Fabro dedicates several 
pages in the first chapter to the “determination of the real” and the 
“metaphysical experience of being (essere)”. Fabro adopts a non-technical 
language to explain the role of our knowledge of esse in the determination 
of the real. In this text, Fabro argues that esse is not able to be 
conceptualized insofar as it is the act of the presence of ens. Metaphysical 
method is called a “progressive regression”. 

Reality, Fabro notes, is the point of departure for every philosophy. 
Philosophy continually asks: “What is the being of ens?”. Thus, there are 
two essential aspects or moments in the concept of reality which constitute 
the theoretical problem as such — the problem “of determining the relation 
between the first reality of (initial) presentation and the second reality of 
(terminal) constitution: therefore, one is dealing with clarifying the nature of 
the ‘passage’ from one to the other and their correspondence”!””. The 
determination of the real, then, is and should be the key to philosophy. 
According to Fabro, the determination of the real, being as being, das Sein 
des Seiendes, of its modes and degrees involves at least three fundamental 
moments: 


a) Phenomenological moment: the initial “real” is then that which is founded 
on “appearing”, that which has so and so determined mode of appearing: 
modes and degrees of reality which are functions of their presence or — better 
said — of their respective presentation to consciousness (Problem of the 
relationship between sense and intellect, between noema and noesis in Husserl, 
between Hegelian phenomenology and logic, between intuition and reflection, 
etc.). 

b) Ontic moment: “real” is that which shown as founded as “presence of being” 
(in contrast to pure appearing or pure becoming) insofar as it is presented in 
possession of a determined mode of being (substance-accidents; quantities- 
dimensions; quantities-qualities; degrees and qualities, etc.) and a determining 
form or essence in se. 

c) Metaphysical moment: “real” is that which is revealed as founded on being 
with regard to its multiplicity and finiteness — it is the point of arrival of the 
preceding ontic moment — insofar as here one touches on the “foundation” of 
the reality of the being of ens: the Absolute. 


''8 C. FABRO, Dall’essere all’esistente, Morcelliana, Brescia 1957'; 19657. I 
will quote from the 1965 edition. 
eae FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 57. 
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To explicit these three moments, is, for philosophy, to construct our access to 
the real”””, 


With regard to the metaphysical experience of being, Fabro notes he 
means “experience” in the sense of direct and proper apprehension. Being is 
the absolute prius, which is prior to any process of analysis or synthesis. 
“Being precedes ens and all its moments, modes and forms [...]: since being 
is the act of presence of ens and of the presence in ens of the moments and 
elements which constitute it. Being is truly the transcendental constitutive of 
our knowledge of ens, and beforehand, of the reality of ens””°!. Ens is 
conceived as the subject which has being; the essence of knowledge is that 
of illuminating ens in being, bringing ens to being: “It is only in this ‘return’ 
or regressive progress that one can have the metaphysical experience of 
being”. 

Fabro affirms that being (essere) is not a concept, but rather “the act 
of the presence of ens’. Because ens participates in esse, esse emerges over 
ens in the same way the act does over the synthesis formed with a potency. 
For Fabro, “concept” is too closely linked with abstraction and the 
comprehension of a genus and species. Therefore; he adamantly rejects 
calling esse (or ens) a concept in the manner of Cajetan (the author of De 
conceptu entis)°>. At the same time, he also notes that a confused 
metaphysical experience of being (essere) is at the root of every form of 


cad Oe FABRO, Dall’ essere all’esistente, 60-61. 

aad OF FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 65. 

cask OF FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 65. 

3 See Fabro’s concluding intervention in “Dibattito congressuale”, 
Sapienza (26) 1973, 430. Fr. Di Giovanni asks Fabro: “Is being (essere) the act of 
being (essere), that is, is it the concept of a constitutive [member] of being (ente)?” 
Fabro’s response: “I would only like to remind Fr. Di Giovanni — always within the 
formalistic-essentialistic context of Heidegger’s denunciation — that I will never 
speak of the conceptualization of being (essere), of the conceptualization of ens: it 
is Cajetan who wrote De conceptu entis. If by concept you understand an explicit, 
isolating notional determination, etc..., then the concepts are proper of genera and 
species, which we can determine. But the demand of being (ente) is properly that of 
which Heidegger speaks. In the end, it is the infinite openness to all the 
manifestations of the real. Being (ente) is not a Pandora’s box in which we should 
shove all reality, but rather, it is the very possibility of intelligence in the active 
sense, which can try out all the ways of the real: material and spiritual, necessary 
and free, finite and infinite’’. 
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knowing, even the most simple. This experience is verified by our mind 
which grasps: 


the emergence of being as act which transcends ens in unlimited openness. 
Such experience of the transcendence of the being of ens obtains its 
ontological status only when it is recognized as the openness toward the being 
which is no longer an act of an ens, but is the absolute act and the act of acts, 
the act of being per essentiam with respect to which the being which actuates 
the finite spirit (us) does not open itself to close itself but rather to open itself 


[dilatarsi] to the infinite. 


In the Thomistic interpretation, ens is considered as a participation of being, 
where being emerges over ens as the act of the synthesis which this forms 
with potency. The emergence and experience of the transcendence of esse is 
not had in the same way essence is conceived. Here we find Fabro’s 
rejection of calling esse a concept: 


Being, therefore, is not a definite reality, but is the actuality of every reality. 
Being is not a content, but the inexhaustible container. Being is not a concept, 
but is the act of presence of ens by which the truth of ens and its contents and 
concepts is illuminated in consciousness. Ens, therefore, veils and hides being: 
but the spirit discovers it [...]. One doesn’t try to arrive to being, as one can 
atrive to ens, or conceiving essence...: because being is not a result, it is not 
just a point of arrival or departure: being is the absolute prius both in the ens 
that it sustains and in the spirit that it illuminates about ens. Being is not a 


concept, but is the act of every reality”. 


The problem of the “conceptualization” of esse is left open by Fabro. 
The “non-conceptual” presence of actus essendi in the intellect is one of the 
more contested of Fabro’s positions. For example, Battista Mondin holds 
that all of the results of the mind (its intentional objects) are always 
concepts and doesn’t see a way out of calling the apprehension of intensive 
esse a concept: esse is either conceivable or inconceivable*”’. In light of this 


cage Os FABRO, Dall’ essere all’ esistente, 68-69. 

205 C_FABRO, Dail’ essere all’ esistente, 66. 

°° B. MONDIN, La metafisica di S. Tommaso d "Aquino e i suoi interpreti, 
ESD, Bologna 2002, 209: “Ma che nome dare al risultato della faticosa ascesa: 
all’oggetto che ora viene percepito? I risultati della mente (i suoi oggetti 
intenzionali) sono sempre dei conceptus (0 conceptiones come le chiama 
frequentemente S. Tommaso): sono delle idee secondo il linguaggio moderno. 
Percid non vedo come si possa negare questa denominazione alla conoscenza 
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objection, two things should be noted. First, Fabro still refers to esse ut 
actus as an intensive notion and as being apprehended. Both “notion” and 
“apprehension” are related to “concept”. Secondly, calling esse the act of 
the presence of ens leaves open the possibility of affirming that esse is 
present in the mind or “emerges in our consciousness” inasmuch as we 
understand ens. Thus, in a certain sense, the apprehension of being is seen 
as something that is continual. Yes, there is an initial apprehension of ens by 
the intellect, yet our entire intellectual life could be seen as a continual 
deepening into what ens is. In other words, our reason continually moves 
between two intellections of ens. As will be made clear in Fabro’s texts 
from Partecipazione e Causalita, metaphysical reflection is conceived as a 
continual return to and deepening in ens. As well, because God is esse per 
essentiam, the problems related to the “conceptualization” of God are 
similar to those of “conceptualizing” esse (for example, our knowledge of 
God is “analogical” and the divine essence is not fully “comprehended” by 
the human intellect). Once again, rather than offering a definitive solution to 
the problem of the conceptualization of esse, Fabro indicates the precarious 
pitfalls to be avoided — reducing esse to an “abstracted content” (proper to 
essence and the first operation of the intellect) or to “existence” (grasped in 
a judgment of perception). 


9. “La problematica dello esse tomistico” (1959) 


Fabro’s article “La problematica dello esse tomistico” (1959)""" is a 
succinct summary of the emergence of esse over every other act, form and 
perfection and is based in large part on St. Thomas’s commentary on 
Dionysius’s On the Divine Names. The article is structured into four parts: 
1) Thomistic metaphysical reflection as the passage from esse in actu 
(existentia) to esse ut actus (intensive esse); 2) Description of intensive esse: 
Esse is the first act and ultimate act; esse is the most perfect and most 
formal act in se; esse is the most intimate and profound act; 3) Solution to 
the problem of accidental esse and subsistentia; 4) The problem of esse 


dell’esse. O ci si chiude in un totale apofatismo (e c’é una buona dose di 
apofatismo sia in Gilson che in Fabro) e allora dire che l’esse tomistico é 
inconoscibile oppure si deve dire che € conoscibile, e allora si deve ammettere che 
anche dell’esse tomistico, ossia dell’esse concepito alla maniera forte, 
intensivamente, c’é un’idea’’. 

°°’ C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, Aquinas 2 (1959), 194- 
225; reprinted in TPM, 103-133. I will quote from TPM. 
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separatum and the relation between form and esse. We will concentrate 
primarily on the first part as it deals with the method of metaphysical 
reflection in terms of resolution and emergence. 

The article, Fabro states, deals with the “semantic passage” from the 
synolon of ens to its principles of essentia and esse. The article explicitly 
mentions metaphysical method as a resolution of ens. Fabro states that the 
initial resolution of ens is two-fold: The first and fundamental resolution, 
according to Aristotle, follows the two questions I can make about every 
being: what it 1s (guid sit?) and if it is (an sit?). The first question refers to 
the essence or nature of the thing, the second touches on its reality in act or 
in existence (possibility and reality). The second resolution of ens can be 
considered as a deepening in the first. It questions the “quality” of esse — the 
“act of presence” of ens. This “act of presence” is seen to be two-fold: it can 
be esse logicum, presence in the mind or esse reale, presence in reality-”*. 

These resolutions, Fabro writes, are of a purely analytical nature and 
still remain in the phenomenological-ontic sphere. “Metaphysics has the 
task of proceeding to the determination of the structure of essentia, as well 
as to the definitive qualification of esse and the relationships between 
essentia and esse”’”. In this context Fabro introduces the novelty of 
Aquinas’s speculation: giving esse the meaning of emergent “act” par 
excellence and the passing from esse in actu to esse ut actus. Here, Fabro 
draws out a two-fold resolution within esse itself: 


1) Esse in actu, as we have seen is two-fold: esse in the mind (meaning 
the composition of predicate and subject); esse in the thing (meaning 
actus essendi). The resolution here founds esse in actu of the mind on 
the esse in actu of the thing. 


2) Now, being (essere), Fabro observes, can be said of both the essence 
and of esse. Metaphysical reflection, as history shows, can stop at esse 
as the “realization” of the essence and endow esse with the traditional 
meaning of existentia which indicates the “fact” of reality-in-act and 
therefore the passage of the essence from possibility to reality (positio 
extra nihilum et extra causas). Here, the genius of Aquinas comes into 
play. St. Thomas, Fabro notes, overturned things though the 


*°8 See C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, Aquinas 2 (1959), 
103: Fabro clarifies that “the act of explicit logical presence is in the judgment 
which the verb esse joins together’. 

cad FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 103. 
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“metaphysical analysis of the notion of esse”. Through this analysis 
we have the passage from “esse in actu” to “esse ut actus’. 


Fabro’s two resolutions presented in the article can be outlined as follows: 


Quid sit: essence or nature of the thing 


Through Aristotelian 
questions An sit: reality in act or existence 
Resolution 
of ens 
Esse logicum: copula 
Investigating the “quality” of 
esse as act of presence of ens Esse reale: presence in reality 
Foundation of esse logicum on esse reale 
Resolution 
of esse 


“Thomistic” passage from esse in actu to esse ut actus 


After this premise concerning the resolution of ens and esse, Fabro 
explains the dynamic of St. Thomas’s metaphysical analysis — the passage 
from esse in actu to esse ut actus. Fabro notes that the passage implies a 
radical change in the traditional concept of creature and of the Creator. 
Classical thought and Christian thought previous to Aquinas — Fabro holds — 
remained at the level of esse in actu. Classical thought lacked a concept of 
creation and remained at the level of esse-forma. Christian thought held that 
existentia as positio has its foundation in the creative free act. Both the 
Jewish (Philo) and Patristic tradition benefited from the revelation of God’s 
name as Ego sum qui sum and seem to have grasped this notion in an 
attributive sense and not a constitutive one. This means that Esse was taken 
as the “quality” of God’s existence — he does not have past or future, but is 
eternally present to himself in the full and immutable possession of himself. 
On the other hand, the creature’s existence — in this view — is a contingent 
predicate and constitutes an extrinsic qualification: “the reality of ens is 
given by the essence in act. This act is two-fold: there is an act that is 
intrinsic to the essence and is its (substantial or accidental) form according 
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to which every thing is in act; the other is the extrinsic actuating act, and it 
is divine causality that makes every thing be in ace? 

Aquinas’s passage from esse in actu to esse ut actus and, therefore, 
change in the conception of Creator and creator involves two key elements: 
first, surpassing the “ipsum esse nondum est’ of Boethius”!' and Aristotle’s 
affirmation that being (civa) by itself is nothing”; and, second, seeing God 
as Ipsum Esse Subsistens and the creature as the synthesis of essence and 
participated act of being. In this way, esse is seen to have a semantic 
relevance and a supreme metaphysical relevance. 

As we have seen, St. Thomas’s achievement and promotion of esse ut 
actus essendi to primum metaphysicum involved the convergence of 
Platonic speculation (participation and esse) and Aristotelian metaphysics of 
act and potency and was intermediated by neo-platonic speculation (De 
Causis and Pseudo-Dionysius) on esse’'*. The mediation of Neo-Platonic 
speculation as interpreted by Aquinas, involves the emergence of esse over 
all other perfections. Fabro uses the terms metaphysical emergence, formal 
emergence and actual emergence to describe Aquinas’s reflection on esse in 
his commentary on Dionysius: “In the commentary St. Thomas highlights 
the metaphysical emergence of esse within the concept of act in two 
moments, one formally intensive and the other actually intensive’?"*. In 
synthesis: 


mae Os FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 104. 

*!! BOETHIUS, De Hebdomadibus, Prop. I, PL 64, 1361 B. 

oe ARISTOTLE, Perihermeneias, 3 16 b 22. 

*13 See C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 104-105. 

saasias Ge FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 106: “a) 
(Formal emergence): “Quod autem per se esse sit primum et dignius quam per se 
vita et per se sapientia, ostendit dupliciter: primo quidem, per hoc quod 
quaecumque participant aliis participationibus, primo participant ipso esse: prius 
enim intelligitur aliquod ens quam unum, vivens, vel sapiens. b) (Actual 
emergence): “Secundo, quod ipsum esse comparatur ad vitam, et alia huiusmodi 
sicut participatum ad participans: nam etiam ipsa vita est ens quoddam et sic esse, 
prius et simplicius est quam vita et alia huiusmodi et comparatur ad ea ut actus 
eorum. Et ideo dicit quod non solum ea quae participant aliis participationibus, 
prius participant ipso esse, sed, quod magis est, omnia quae nominantur per se ipsa, 
ut per se vita, per se sapientia et alia huiusmodi quibus existentia participant, 
participant ipso per se esse: quia nihil est existens cuius ipsum per se esse non sit 
substantia et aevum, idest forma participata ad subsistendum et durandum. Unde 
cum vita sit quoddam existens, vita etiam participat ipso esse” (in V De Divinis 
Nominibus, lect 1). 
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[1] Esse formally emerges over the other perfections (life, wisdom, 
etc...), since what participates in the other perfections first 
participates in esse. 

[2] Esse actually emerges over the other perfections since the other 
perfections themselves participate in esse. 


Fabro has established several important points: first, knowledge of esse in 
metaphysics concerns the resolution of ens to esse. This resolution continues 
and there is a passage from esse in actu to esse ut actus; second, St. Thomas 
was unique in making this passage due to his Platonic-Aristotelian synthesis 
and the mediation of Neo-Platonic thought; and, third, the mediation of 
Neo-Platonic thought principally concerns the formal and actual emergence 
of esse over all perfections. 

Fabro next explains the development of Thomistic notion of esse and 
parallels the evolution of St. Thomas’s thought from his first works to his 
mature works with the metaphysician’s progress in understanding esse. 
Fabro indicates the passage from the initial notion of esse as esse commune 
to the methodological notion of structural esse and from this notion to the 
terminal notion of “intensive esse”. These stages of the passage are 
described as follows: 


[1] The initial notion of esse: This initial notion can be described as 
the act of ens in a more indeterminate sense. At times, St. Thomas 
refers to this with the term esse commune. In this case, esse can 
indicate any reality or actuality: essence, the act of being, real 
being, logical being, etc. “It is an initial notion since it is by its 
recognition [avvertenza], by reflecting on it, metaphysical 
reflection begins. [...] It is common to all philosophies since it 
expresses the very moment of philosophy which is_ the 
determination of the truth of being as being””””. 


[2] The structural notion of esse: Esse is understood properly as the 
“act” of ens. This means that it is understood as “the realizing 
principle of a formality or real perfection: in this notion the 
relation between essence and esse is determined in view of the 
ultimate determination of the real be this of the finite in itself or of 
the finite with respect to the infinite”’'®. Unlike the initial notion of 


215°C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 107. 
mae a FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 108. 


425 


BEING AND PARTICIPATION 


esse which is in a certain sense common to all philosophies, the 
structural or methodological notion divides the various 
philosophies and their metaphysics. This is because this notion 
expresses the actuation or realization of essence in some order. 
“Every kind of metaphysics is characteristically structured 
according to the ‘ontological quality’ which, in reality, is made to 
correspond to esse as act: the birth and divergence of the various 
metaphysics is found, therefore, in the passage from the initial 
notion (ontic or descriptive) of esse to the methodological one 
(ontological and constitutive)””””, 


[3] The terminal notion of intensive esse: “Esse as such, expresses 
absolute perfection and the emergent plexus of all perfections 
which thus reveals the participations of esse itself. This notion is 
the arrival point and the conclusion of all Thomistic speculation 
and determines the ‘metaphysical nature’ of God as pure esse (esse 
per essentiam, esse imparticipatum) and the creature as ens (esse 
per participationem)”*'*. 


Here, Fabro returns to Aquinas’s commentary on Dionysius to 
evidence how one comes to this terminal notion of intensive esse. We have 
already indicated the formal and actual emergence of esse over all other 
perfections. At this point, Fabro highlights two reductions found in the 
commentary — a formal reduction and a real reduction. Obviously, they can 
be considered respectively as what was mentioned earlier as formal and 
actual reduction: the formal reduction of perfections to esse is made by 
means of the notion of participation; the real one is made by means of the 
notions of act and potency. Fabro writes: 


The Thomistic commentary on Dionysius indicates two moments of this 
supreme exaltation of esse: a) the “formal reduction” by means of the notion of 
participation, of all perfections to esse, insofar as these are called ‘participants’ 
in the supreme perfection that is esse [...]; b) the “real reduction”, by means of 
the Aristotelian couplet of act and potency, of all the perfections to ‘potency’ 


with respect to esse which is the act par excellence”. 


ue Ge FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 108. 
eG. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 108. 
ace FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 109. 
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Fabro’s “types” of metaphysical emergence and reduction can be visualized 
in the following table: 


Formal emergence — formal reduction 
Metaphysical 
emergence - reduction Actual emergence — real reduction 


According to Fabro, in the real reduction we find the originality and 
difference of Thomistic metaphysics: the “mutual assimilation” and 
penetration into Platonic participation and Aristotelian act. In this real 
reduction, intensive esse emerges as act of all acts and perfection of all 
perfections and highlights the “resolutive convergence” of the Platonic and 
Aristotelian principles. St. Thomas’s texts are proof of this: “Jpsum esse 
comparatur ad vitam et ad alia huiusmodi sicut participatum ad participans 
[...] et comparatur ad ea ut actus eorum’” and “Omne participatum 
comparatur ad participans ut actus eius”', Consequently, there is a 
convergence in determining God as Esse Subsistens and as Pure Act. In this 
resolution, the two mutually provide a “foundation” for each other and 
“explicit” one another’. In Thomism, this resolution — the determination of 
esse as intensive act and God as Esse Subsistens — leads to the determination 
of the creature as ens per participationem in the sense of being a real 


oe ee a IIS 
composition of essence and esse participatum (actus substantiae)~. 


?20 Tn V De Divinis Nominibus, lect. 1, n. 635. 

*! C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 109-110. 

*? De substantiis separatis, ch. 9: “Posteriores vero philosophi ulterius 
processerunt, resolventes sensibiles substantias in partes essentiae, quae sunt 
materia et forma: et sic fieri rerum naturalium in quadam transmutatione posuerunt, 
secundum quod materia alternatim diversis formis subiicitur. Sed ultra hunc 
modum fiendi necesse est, secundum sententiam Platonis et Aristotelis, ponere 
alium altiorem. Cum enim necesse sit primum principium simplicissimum esse, 
necesse est quod non hoc modo esse ponatur quasi esse participans, sed quasi 
ipsum esse existens. Quia vero esse subsistens non potest esse nisi unum, sicut 
supra habitum est, necesse est omnia alia quae sub ipso sunt, sic esse quasi esse 
participantia. Oportet igitur communem quamdam resolutionem in omnibus 
huiusmodi fieri, secundum quod unumquodque eorum intellectu resolvitur in id 
quod est, et in suum esse. Oportet igitur supra modum fiendi quo aliquid fit, forma 
materiae adveniente, praeintelligere aliam rerum originem, secundum quod esse 
attribuitur toti universitati rerum a primo ente, quod est suum esse”. 

723 See C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 110. 
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The problem of inherence and subsistence. As mentioned in the 
beginning of this section, the article continues on and deals with the 
description of esse, the problem of accidental esse (inesse) and subsistentia, 
the problem of esse separatum and the relation between form and esse. In 
brief, Fabro holds that the problem of inesse and subsistentia, especially in 
the Scholasticism following Aquinas, is due to mixing the formal sphere 
with the real sphere. There is error in attributing a proper esse to the 
accidents and seeing the subsistence of ens as not being provided by the act 
of intensive esse, but rather by a formal intermediary “mode” between the 
individual essence and existence. Aquinas’s metaphysics of participation 
responds to the first by affirming that the accidents do not have an act of 
being different from that of the substance, but that their esse is inesse. Esse 
in the intensive and constitutive sense as actus essendi pertains to substance 
alone and it that which actuates the substance and makes it subsist; esse is 
the formal principle of subsistence. 

Esse separatum. The Thomistic notion of intensive esse is seen in the 
convergence of Platonic form and Aristotelian act: just as in the formal 
order, form is the act of matter, so also in the real order esse is the act of 
essence and of all forms; just as form emerges over matter, so does esse 
emerge over essentia. Further, just as the form can be unleashed from matter 
and be form alone (angels, the human soul), so also can esse unleash itself 
from essence and be pure esse — Esse Separatum. Of all acts, only intensive 
esse can and should be separate. As Fabro writes: 


The principle of ywproydc — énéxetva which classical thought applied to the 
Ideas with respect to nature (Plato) and to the perfect Life of God with respect 
to sensible and particular realities (Aristotle), broke reality into two trunks 
without an effective communication such that the unity of being, and with it 
truth, was compromised and lost. Applied to esse and first and ultimate act of 
beings (St. Thomas), the ywp.oudg undertakes, at the same time, the 
emergence of Act and unification of beings which are in act in the absolute 
pure Act which is esse subsistens. The latter is presented as the one 
autonomous act and the sole perfection to which it belongs to be “separated””™. 


After putting together St. Thomas’s examples of separated heat (calor 
separatus) and separated whiteness (albedo separata) to exemplify esse 
separatum, Fabro concludes that these reflections evidence that philosophy 
begins with being (ens-esse) and ends with being (esse) and that, in this 
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way, the “metaphysical circle” is perfectly welded together. The real 
distinction between essence and esse constitutes the point on which St. 
Thomas’s Copernican revolution turns. In a confrontation with Hegelian 
Sein, St. Thomas’s esse is superior: “The superiority of Thomistic esse over 
Aristotelian act as well as over Hegelian [Sein] is that it actuates reality ‘by 
means of? the constitutive act which is form and is not identified with it: for 
this reason it can be “separate” from all the real and, at the same time, 
remain present at the basis of all being”””. Thus, the two orders of 
metaphysical “separation” can be adequately combined: 


Just as form, which is the act of matter, emerges as such and can be without 
matter (the pure forms or spiritual substances), so also — and still more — esse, 
which is the act of essence and of form, emerges and is found ‘separate’ from 
all essence and determinate form. Esse est, is the only analytic proposition of 
the real and is the very ‘position’ of God: the reality of all beings, from the 
lowest to the noblest, is of a synthetic nature and attests to the freedom of the 
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Creator”. 


Form and esse. The relation of form to matter — form “determines” 
matter, matter “limits” the actuality of form, matter is perfected by form, 
form is not perfected by matter but rather constricted by it — is repeated in 
the real synthesis of essence and esse with the difference that esse is the 
only act in its order and constitutes the status in quo of metaphysical 
reflection: “here ends the first stage of the path of the spirit which closes the 
movement of ascension from beings to esse to bring the many to the One; 
the second stage seeks to grasp the movement of descent from esse to beings 
and clarify the entrenchedness of the One in the many and of the many in 
the One in order to seek, beyond the finite, the glimmer of one’s 
salvation”””’. The centrality of the notion of participation in metaphysical 
reflection is clear in this dual movement from many to One and One to 
many. 


This article brings together several elements that we have seen in 
Fabro’s thought: resolution, reduction, emergence, participation, separated 
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perfection, etc. The synthetic exposition of metaphysical resolution from 
initial esse through structural esse to intensive esse is one of the keys to 
Fabro’s theory as well the distinction between the ascending moment of 
metaphysical reflection and the second, descending moment. The ascending 
moment comes to esse ut actus and esse separatum (Ipsum Esse Subsistens, 
Esse per essentiam). The twofold resolution developed in NMP is 
maintained and are called: 1) Formal emergence and formal reduction; 2) 
Actual emergence and real reduction. The “descending” moment specifies 
the modes of being of accidents and substance (inesse and subsistentia) and 
their relationship to esse and the relationship of form to esse, thus 
contributing to a proper understanding (intellectus) of the real distinction in 
creatures. 


10. Summary 


With regard to the first stage of metaphysical reflection, both NMP 
and Metaphysica follow similar methods of “dialectical ascension” and 
“dialectical reduction”. Unlike NMP, which articulates its “dialectical 
ascension” in terms of predicamental participation, Fabro’s Metaphysica 
articulates its dialectical reduction primarily according to the couplet act- 
potency. As indicated in NMP, the participation approach has a 
methodological priority over that of act-potency and a greater heuristic 
value. The approach in Metaphysica is better suited to the structuring and 
systematization of what is “discovered” in the participation approach. At the 
transcendental level, both NMP and Metaphysica agree that the real 
distinction is best argued according to the notion of participation. Here it is 
important to recall that there are at least two notions of ens participatum: an 
initial determination based on the finiteness and limits of the perfection of 
being; an ultimate determination based on the causal, analogical relationship 
between Esse per essentiam and ens per participationem. The first is proper 
to the ascending dialectic of participation; the second is proper to the 
ultimate stages of metaphysical reflection. The notion of “ens per 
participationem” is merely a derived metaphysical notion, of a merely 
explicative character or of a secondary nature (meaning that it is able to be 
used only after the demonstration of the existence of God), but rather that 
the metaphysical crux of the creature is linked to the dialectic of 
participation. The notion of participation is used in all three of the moments 
of the metaphysical determination of the relationship between creatures and 
God — the demonstration of the existence of God, the demonstration of 


430 


CHAPTER THREE: THE RESOLUTION OF ENS 


creation and the demonstration of the composition of essence and esse — and 
not just the final moment””’, 

As regards our knowledge of ens and esse, we begin to see Fabro’s 
spirited reaction against the “conceptualization” of ens and esse. Fabro 
prefers to use terms such as “experience” and “apprehension”. In these 
works Fabro begins to distinguish between our knowledge of ens and our 
knowledge of esse. In the additions made to NMP (1950), “metaphysical 
separatio” is not interpreted in terms of a negative judgment regarding the 
immateriality or separability of being, but rather in terms of dialectical 
comparison in reference to the ratio of being. 

The importance of causal participation was grasped by Fabro back in 
1934, but that fundamental intuition was not developed further until Fabro’s 
article on the Fourth Way in 1954 — the same year he gave the Louvain 
lectures on participation and causality. Fabro applies the three principles 
used in the demonstration of the real distinction (for example, in 
Metaphysica) to the fundamental stages of the Fourth Way. The causal 
aspects of the third principle of participation are not developed in these 
works, but rather in Partecipazione e causalita. So while not clarifying the 
meaning of the term “resolutio” as used in the article on the Fourth Way, 
Fabro does trace out a path for the final stages of metaphysical reflection 
according to three moments or principles: the Aristotelian-based principle of 
the emergence of act; second, the principle of separated perfection which 
holds that esse ipsum is a “separated perfection” and that Subsistent Esse 
Itself exists (demonstration of the existence of God) and is, consequently, 
the cause of all being; third, the principle of participation in both its 
ultimate, dynamic (creation) and structural instances (created ens as id quod 
finite participat esse)”. 

In his 1959 article on the problematic of Thomistic esse, Fabro 
expounds his notion of “intensive esse” more fully, highlighting the 
originality of the Thomistic distinction between esse-in-actu (existence; 
functional esse, formal esse) and esse ut actus and offering a solution to the 
problem of subsistentia as the mode of being proper to substance and to the 
problem of accidental esse (inesse)’. With regard to the method of 


228 See C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 369. 

229 See C. FABRO, “Sviluppo, significato e valore...”, ET, 363-367. Fabro’s 
second article on the Fourth Way (1965) attempts to unify the three principles into 
one principle called the “principle of the unity and emergence of act” (See C. 
FABRO, “Il fondamento metafisico della IV via”, ET, 399). 
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metaphysical reflection, Fabro outlines a movement from the initial notion 
of esse to intensive esse by means of structural esse. The originality and 
novelty of St. Thomas’s proposal lies in the metaphysical passage from 
“functional being” (esse-in-actu) — which is characteristic of Aristotelian, 
Patristic, Boethian and Scholastic thought — to “actual being” (esse ut actus) 
— proper to St. Thomas. The passage from esse-in-actu to esse ut actus is 
effected by means of a “transcendental reduction”, which determines God as 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens and the creature as a synthesis of essence and 
participated esse'. This resolution is accomplished through the 
convergence of the metaphysical principles of Platonic, and Aristotelian 
thought in St. Thomas’s original synthesis. In his article, Fabro uses 
resolutio in a very broad sense. He speaks of an initial “Aristotelian” 
resolution of ens according to the questions “quid sit?” (essence) and “an 
sit?” (existence) and a subsequent resolution of ens which concerns the 
“quality” of esse. This second resolution of esse distinguishes esse logicum 
from esse reale and founds the former on the latter. Aristotle, it is noted, 
stops here at what Fabro has called “functional being”. True metaphysical 
reflection requires an ulterior passage from functional esse (esse-in-actu) to 
esse ut actus — a passage successfully made by St. Thomas. 

According to Fabro, the passage from esse-in-actu to esse ut actus is 
effected by means of a formal reductio of all perfections to esse according 
to the notion of participation (since that which participates in another 
perfection first participates in esse) and a real reductio of all perfections to 
potency with respect to esse by means of the couplet of act and potency 
(since the other perfections themselves participate in esse). Fabro 
determines intensive esse as the first and ultimate act, the most perfect and 
most formal act, the most intimate and profound act’*”. In the article, Fabro 
also clarifies what he calls “formal emergence” as “formal reduction” and 
actual emergence as “real reduction”. Fabro’s distinction between formal 
reductio and real reductio is based on St. Thomas’s In De _ Divinis 
Nominibus, V, lect. 1, n. 635. Further on in the article, Fabro offers yet 
another Thomistic foundation for his use of the term “resolution” this time 
quoting De substantiis separatis, ch. 9, which speaks of the need for a 
common resolution of all things into that which is (id quod est) and their 
esse. This text refers to the role of resolution in the determination of the real 
distinction between essence and esse in all creatures. 


*3! See C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 104-105. 
*%? See C. FABRO, “La problematica dello esse tomistico”, TPM, 110-112. 


432 


